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interfere with the lawyers’ profits.” That is, at all events, a 
straightforward statement of the objects of the Act, and it 
accords with what we have maintained ever siace the contro- 
versy commenced. 





Meanwaitz the Corporation of the City of London have 
declined the invitation of the spider to step into its little parlour. 
It is stated that the corporation had communicated with 
the Incorporated Law Society, the London Chamber of 
Commerce, the Surveyors’ Institution, the Institute of Bankers, 
the Auctioneers’ Institute, and the Royal Institute of 
British Architects, and with leading firms of conveyancing 
solicitors and land agents and surveyors practising in the City, 
asking for their opinion as to whether it was expedient in the 
ee interest that the Act should be applied to the City. 

irty-six replies had been received, three Vieg in favour of 
the Act ey eg and thirty-three opposed to it. Unlike 
the London County Council, the corporation have followed the 
advice for which they asked. The exceptional value of property 
in the city and the magnitude of the pecuniary interests 
involved appeared to the corporation to render it undesirable 
that the Act should be applied to the City in the interests of 
owners of property. The Act, they thought, should be first 
applied to some portion of a county where the volume and 
importance of conveyancing were less than in the City, and 
where there would be less disturbance or prejudice to owners. 
The corporation therefore considered that the Act should 
not be applied to the county of London or the city, and they 
communicated this opinion both to the Lord Chancellor and the 
London County Council. 





Ir 18 always interesting to see a novel point of law worked 
out upon — especially when the principle is stated and 
applied so clearly, if we may be allowed to say so, as was done 
Sp stlarng J., in the recent case of Fe de Nicols (ante, p. 252). 

© persons who were both domiciled in France were married 
in Paris in 1854, They were, under the French law, capable of 
making any disposition they chose by way of marriage settle- 
ment of the property then existing or thereafter to be acquired 
by them, but in the absence of such special settlement they 
became subject to the French law of community. Under this 
the goods forming the common property include all the personal 
property which the husband and wife own at the time of the 
marriage, and all personal property coming to them during the 
iage, unless, in the case of donation, the donor has provided 
differently. During the marriage the husband has the sole 
management of the common property, and when the coverture 
has ceased the property is divided equally between the husband 
and wife or their representatives. In the present instance the 
husband was adjudicated a benkrupt in France in 1863, and in 
the same year he and his wife came to this country and subse- 
—_ became naturalized British subjects. In 1897 the 
msband died, having by a will made in the English form given 
his residuary real and personal estate, consisting of pro 
acquired in England, to his wife for life. It was claimed, 
however, on the part of the wife, that the property thus 
ised was subject to the French law ff community, 
that she was entitled to one-half of it absolutely. 
‘The point is by no means free from difficulty, but it seems to 
depend mpon whether the marriage of the parties without an 
express settlement was equivalent to a contract that all property 
then existing or afterwards acquired was to be held under the 
French Peele in the absence of a settlement. Kerxe- 
henge fe it was, and that the contract was not affected 
a he subsequent change of domicil. In the case of an 
ae it seems pretty clear that the absence of a 
t does not amount to a contract between the parties to 
hold property in any particular manner. They take such 
interests as the law for the time being provides and their 
interests vary with a change of the law or a change of domicil. 
But the French law of community is in itself a form of settle- 
ment, and the omission of the parties to adopt any of the other 
forms of settlement may well be taken to be in pursuance of a 


contract that their rights shall be governed by the common 





form. In Re de Nicols, consequently, there was a contract 
giving the wife one-half of the property of the husband, and 
since nothing had occurred to vary the contract, that half was 
outside the husband’s will and went to the wife absolutely. 





A rer for manslaughter of an unusual kind took place this 
week before Hawxtns, J., at the Leicester Assizes, and the case 
is one of the greatest importance to football players. The facts 
may be stated very shortly. The accused, in playing a game of 
football under the Association Rules, charged the deceased from 
behind and threw him violently forward against the knee of 
another player who was in the act of kicking the ball. The 
deceased was seriously injured internally and died in conse- 
quence. Charging from behind is against the rules of the 

ame. The judge, however, would not allow the rules to 
put in evidence, and held that they were quite irre- 
levant, and that it did not matter whether the prisoner had 
broken the rules or not. There seems to be only one other case 
of the sort reported, and that was also tried at Leicester before 
Bramwett, LJ., in 1878. In that case (Reg. v. Bradshaw, 14 
Cox 83) the judge gave directions to the jury very similar to 
those given by Hawxrys, J. He said: ‘‘No rules or practice 
of any game whatever can make that lawful which is unlawful 
by the law of the land; and the law of the land says you shall 
not do that which is likely to cause the death of another... . . 
Therefore in one way you need not concern yourselves with the 
rules of football. But, on the other hand, if a man is playing 
according to the rules and practice of the game, and not going 
beyond it, it may be reasonable to infer that he is not actuated 
by any malicious motive or intention, and that he is not acting 
in a manner which he knows will be likely to be productive of 
death or injury. But independently of the rules, if the prisoner 
intended to cause serious hurt to the deceased, or if he knew 
that in charging as he did he might produce serious injury, and 
was indifferent and reckless as to whether he would produce 
serious injury or not, then the act would be unlawful.” 
Hawxuys, J., told the jury that the only question for them was 
whether the deceased came by his death as the result of 
gross negligence, or intentional violence on the part of 
the prisoner. If they thought he had come by his death from 
any such cause, they should convict. They accordingly did 
convict. It is submitted, however, that, although the rules are 
immaterial to the question of “ guilty” or “not guilty,” any- 
thing should be admitted in evidence which affects the degree 
of the prisoner’s guilt, and from this point of view it may be 
most important to know whether or not the rules were broken. 
Lord BramMwEtt seems to have held this opinion. No rules can 
justify an illegal act; but wheres person has acted within rules 
which regulate the play of thousands of young men every day, 
it seems reasonable that a presumption in favour of accident 
should be raised, or, at all events, that there should}be a pre - 
sumption against any intention to hurt. 





Tue precision of Byrne, J., in Birmingham Breweries (Limited) 
v. Jameson is instructive with reference to the position of the 
lessees of ‘‘tied” houses. ‘It certainly is rather a startling 
thing,” said Linptey, L.J., in Clegg v. Hands (38 W. R. 433, 
44 Ch. D. 503), ‘‘ to anybody to be told that when you have 
agreed to buy beer of a particular brewer, you may find your- 
self bound to take beer from somebody else”; yet this isa 
result which will ordinarily follow from a covenant by the 
lessee to take beer from the lessor or his assigns, whether the 
word “assigns” is expressly 500 fa he S0roeent, or is left to 
be brought in by the interpretation clause. In Clegg v. Hands 
the latter form was adopted. Ina lease by A. and B., who 
were brewers at the X. brewery, the lessee covenanted not to 
sell beer other than such as should have been purchased of the 
lessors or either of them; and the term ‘‘lessors’’ was 
defined to include their assigns. A. and B. assigned their 
business and also the demised premises to O., a brewer carrying 
on business at the Y. brewery, and the X. brewery was shut up. 
It was held, upon the ¢ ion of the covenant, that the 
benefit of it was not restricted to assi carrying on the same 
brewer’s business as the lessors, and that since it was a covenant 
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running with the land, it was enforceable by ©. as the 
assignee of the reversion. The covenant was held not to be 


/ personal, and the term “assigns” being used without qualifica- 


tion, C. was entitled to step into the piace of the lessors for all 
purposes of the covenant. In this respect the case was distin- 
guished from Doe v. Reid (10 B. & C. 849), where the covenant 
was with the lessors or their assigns or their successors “ in their 
ate or present trade as brewers.” In that case it was held that 

the covenant was not enforceable by an assign both ofthe brewery 

} and of the demised premises who removed the brewery business to 
a different place. The words “ or their successors in their late or 
present trade as brewers,” Corron, L.J., observed in Clegg v. 
Hands, though not in terms limiting the aesigns to assigns in 
that position, afforded in that case a rule of construction. In 
the present case before Byrne, J., the lessor, Hoop, was a mem- 
ber of the firm of Hoop & Sons, brewers, and the lessee 
covenanted to take beer exclusively from “the lessor or his firm 
of Messrs. Hoop & Sons, or his or their successors in business ”’ ; 
and it was declared that, where the context allowed, the term 

‘“Jessor’’? was to include Hoop, his executors, pg waren 
and assigns. The lessor assigned the reversion in the demi 
oie to a company, who assigned to the plaintiffs, but the 
business of his firm was not assigned, and it continued to be 
carried on. Byrvz, J., held that the term “assigns” was to be 
read into the covenant without qualification, and that, as in 
Clegg v. Hands, the right to enforce the covenant passed to the 
assignees. Apparently this isin direct opposition to Doe v. Reid 
for, even if “assigns” was not excluded by the context, the. 
term when introduced into the covenant should, according to 
that case, have been restricted to assigns who were successors in 
business of the lessor’s firm. In fact, however, it would seem 
that the context of the covenant excluded the interpretation 
clause, especially as the introduction of two brewery firms into 
the covenant left it uncertain with which of them the lessee was 
to deal, a result obviously not contemplated by the parties. But 
in any case the decision shews that the lessee of a tied house, 
who wishes to avoid the possibility of having the benefit of the 
covenant transferred to a different business altogether, should 
see that the covenant binds him only to take from the original 
lessors or their successors in the particular business. 





In THE CASE Of Re Duthy and Jesson’s Contract (reported else- 
where) the purchaser of a freehold house agreed in writing to 
accept the best title the vendors could give. Certain title-deeds 
of the property had been deposited with his mortgagees by a 
former owner, but though the debt had been paid off, the deeds 
in question remained in the possession of the solicitors who had 
acted for the mortgagees. The vendors’ solicitors delivered an 
abstract which did not contain these deeds or any recital of their 
contents, and a requisition was made on behalf of the pur- 
chaser, to whom the above circumstances were disclosed prior to 
the contract, to have the deeds in question handed over on 
completion. The vendors applied to the solicitors who acted for 
the mortgagees, and they declined to part with the deeds. The 
vendors thereupon refused to comply with the purchaser’s 
request, and ultimately proceeded against the purchaser under 
the Vendor and Purchaser Act. Romer, J., pointed out that 
the purchaser did not ask to have the deeds in question pro- 
duced for the verification of, or for information as to, the title, 
but called upon the vendors to fulfil the ordinary vendor’s 
obligation to hand over on completion all title-deeds in their 
possession or power. Section 3, sub-section 6, of the Convey- 
ancing Act had therefore no application, that enactment con- 
cerning only the expenses of ‘ production and inspection” and 
not affecting the ordinary right of a purchaser on completion to 
have the title-deeds handed over to him. This a to be in 
conformity with the decision of the Court of Appealin Re Johnson 
and Tustin (88 W. R. 737, 30 Ch. D. 42), where the point 
whether a purchaser on an open contract was bound to pay the 
vendor the expense of abstracting a title-deed not in the vendor’s 
ager was decided against the vendor, and COorron, 
LJ., said: ‘‘Sub-section 6 is dealing with what 
is the duty of the parties in their respectivé itions. 
It is the duty of every person who sells property to shew a title 
As This sub-section 6 assumes, and does not intend to 


interfere with the performance of that d the vendor 
it is dealing only oh the expenses of scwtidlions made to 
footing of the abstract by the purchaser, so far as he reyvires 
verification or information as to the title shewn thereby, by the 
production of deeds or abstracts of or copies of documents 
which are not in possession of the vendor” (30 Oh. D., pp. 45, 
46). Roxzr, J., after explaining what would have been the 
duty of the vendors and the right of the purchaser if the mort- 
gage had not been paid off, and saying that the fact of payment 
off of the mortgage befere completion could not make any 
difference in the right of the purchaser to have the deeds relat- 
ing to the security handed over, dealt with the ial contract 
as follows: ‘‘The provision that the purchaser is to accept the 
best title that the vendors can give certainly does not take away 
the purchaser’s right. So far as I can see, no question of title 
is involved. If the vendors had been unable to obtain the 
deeds because of some defect of title which, under the eontract, 
they were not bound to cure, different considerations would 
apply. The mere fact that obtaining the deeds for the 
purpose of handing them over on completion may cause the 
vendors trouble and expense is no answer to the purchaser.” 
The summons was accordingly dismissed with costs. 





Mr. Crackantaorrg, Q.C., looks forward, we are glad to see, 
to an early settlement of the question of the re-constitution of 
the University of London as a teaching university, and in an 
interesting paper contributed to the February number of the 
Law Magazine he gives some suggestions as to the nature of the 
teaching which the faculty of law in such a university should 
afford. That @ faculty of law will be included may be taken as 
certain, but what part the Inns of Court will take in the scheme 
must depend very much upon themselves. The Council of Legal 
Education will naturally be looked to for guidance in the con- 
stitution of the faculty, and its success will depend upon their 
recognizing that it is possible to teach usefully and effectively 
the theoretical as well as the practical side of law. To a con- 
siderable extent Mr. CrackanrHorre’s paper is occupied with an 
account of the facilities for the teaching of law existing in 
other countries. The most complete system is to be found in 
Germany, where the philosophical course is taken by way of 
introduction to the courses in professional law. The sub- 
jects of the former course, or ‘‘theoretical law,” Mr. Onackan- 
THORPE defines as ‘‘that which forms a necessary of a wide, 
liberal education, and without some knowledge of which a man 
does not feel perfectly at home in the society of well-educated 
people.” 
knowledge as no layman need blush to be without. Possibly 
many laymen who regard themselves as well educated would 
cheerfully confess to ignorance of much that is comprised in the 
philosophy of law. But it is not worth while to quarrel over 
terms. In Germany the authorities are as strict in requiring a 
long course of practical work as in insisting on the previous 
theoretical training. France has followed suit since the Franco- 
German war, and for the last quarter of a century she seems to 
have been remodelling her educational system upon German 
lines. America is overrun with universities and law schools, 
and in some of them, as is well known, the teaching of law 
has reached a high standard. As a result of his comparison, 
Mr. CrackaNTHorPE puts forward a series of tions which 
aim at the establishment in the teaching university of London, 
under the auspices of the Inns of Court and the In ted 
Law Society, of a faculty of law for the teaching of both theoreti- 


taught by lectures and classes; and at the introduction of a 
probationary system, modelled on the Continental plan, in 
respect of so much of professional law as can only be learnt by 
actual contact with business. 





Tue pxcision of Byryg, J., in Lyons §& Sons v. Wilkins (ante, 
p. 253) terminates a litigation which has had an important effect 
upon one branch of trade union law, though its ble 
developments upon another point have been forestalled by the 
decision of the House of Lords in Allen vy. Flood. The action 
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a trade union for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
maliciously conspiring to induce persons not to enter into con- 
tracts with the plaintiffs. An interlocutory injunction to this 
effect was granted by Norrn, J., but the Court of Appeal (1896, 
1 Ch. 811) preferred to rest the illegality of the conduct alleged 
against the defendants upon the specific provisions of the Con- 
spiracy and Protection of Property Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. ¢. 
86). Section 7 (4) provides that every person who, with a view 
to compel any other person to abstain from doing or to do 
any act which such other person hasa legal right to do or 
abstain from doing, watches or besets the house where such 
other person resides or carries on business, shall on conviction 
be subject to certain penalties; but it is added that attending at 
or near a house or place in order merely to obtain or communi- 
cate information is not a watching or besetting within 
the meaning of the section. The enactment is sufficiently 
clear without going into the niceties of the right of 
one man to interfere, whether maliciously or otherwise, with 
the contracts, actual or potential, of another ; and the Court of 
» Appeal, considering that where an act is declared to be un- 
, the party injured ought not to be restricted to his 
| remedy in a criminal court, granted an interlocutory injunction 
based carefully upon the words of the section. Upon the trial 
of the action, Byrnz, J., has found that the allegations of 
picketing upon which the injunction was based have been borne 
out by the evidence, and hence it bas been made perpetual in 
the form, practically, in which it was granted by the Court of 
Apeent- But the claim for an iojunction based upon the 
egation of malicious conspiracy to prevent the formation of 
= has, in view of the decision in Allen vy, Flood, of course 
failed. 





In THE case of Mander v. Ridgway, which recently came before 
the Queen’s Bench Division, a question of some interest to 
county court suitors was determined. It was there held that 
there is no right of appeal from the decision of a county court 
jadge as to the sufficiency of a stamp affixed to a document, 
notwithstanding that a general right of appeal is given by 
section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), 
with certain exceptions, of which this is not one. The ratio 
decidendi appears to be that, as in the High Court such a decision 
would certainly be final (Blewitt v. Tritton, 41 W. R. 86; 1892, 
2 Q. B. 327), therefore it must also be final in the county courts, 
to which, by section 164 of the County Courts Act, 1888, the 
general principles of practice in the High Court are applied in 
~~ ay not expressly provided for by the Act or in pursuance 

ereor, 








THE BUSINESS OF THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 


Tue recent report of the Legal Procedure Committee of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, adopted by the 
Council on 2ist of January, and the further report of the 
General Council of the Bar, enforce and supplement the sug- 
ions for the rearrangement of the business of the Queen’s 

ch Division which were contained in the Bar Council’s 
report of last August. The criticisms which the last-mentioned 
report made upon the existing arrangements were singularly 
outspoken. The constitution and procedure of the courts were 
said to be devoid of order or certainty ; the keeping open of an 
adequate number of courts in London was rendered impossible 
jee perpetual absence of judges on circuit ; and the Divisional 
urts were irregular in their sittings and unsatisfactory in 
their constitution. The result, said the report, was muddle and 
confusion of a very serious character. The specific reforms 
which the report urged were that an addition should be made 
to the number of judges in the Queen’s Bench Division, so as to 
insure that at least six courts should sit continuously in London 
throughout the legal year for the trial of actions in that 
division ; and that all actions should be grouped in separate 
lists, each list to be assigned either to a separate judge, as in 
the Chancery Division, or to a small rota of judges, as in the 
Probate Division, and as is alrcady done in the Queen’s Bench 
Division in respect of the commercial list. The objéct to be 
aimed at in arranging the lists would be to secure, as far as 
possible, that each action should be dealt with throughout all 








its stages by the same judge. It was further suggested that 


until additional judges were appointed the judicial strength 


necessary for carrying out the changes should be obtained by 7 


the free appointment of commissioners to go on circuit. 


The Council of the Incorporated Law Society agree generally — 


with the complaints of the existing arrangements made by the 


Bar Council. 
those just indicated are made, the regular civil tribunals will 


continue to be avoided or neglected, and there will be an 


increasing tendency, not only in commercial business, but in 
other matters, to resort to arbitration in order to avoid the 


uncertainty and other difficulties incident to litigation under the 


existing procedure. The recommendation of the Bar Council 
which the Incorporated Law Society most strongly support is 
that for the grouping of actions in separate lists, but co add 
that no reform will be satisfactory which does not radically 
attack the difficulties which at present hamper all parties to a 
cause. Particular stress is laid 

as to the date of hearing, and as to the court in which, and the 
judge before whom, any cause will be tried. 

In this connection the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society are able to point to the suggestions which ten years ago 
were made in the joint report of the Bar Committee and them- 
selves, some of which have already borne fruit. These sug- 
gestions were the forerunners of the regulations of 1883, pro- 


viding for the issue of weekly lists, and of the Judges’ resolu- © 


tions of 1894, which attempted to secure the regular sitting of 
the courts in London, the integrity of the weekly liste, and the 
publication of the daily list at an early hour in the previous 
afternoon; and which established the Commercial Court. With 
respect to the six courts which the Bar Council ask should sit 
continuously in London, the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society are not prepared to fix any particular number. They are 
convinced that there always is and must be increasing business 
in London, and that it is essential that adequate measures should 
be taken to cope with the increase, but the exact extent of the 
remedy they do not undertake to specify. They demur to the 
appointment of Commissioners of Assize as being an undesirable 
way of supplementing the deficiency of the judicial bench. So 
long as the present circuit system continues, this deficiency will 
continue, and it is said that an addition to the number of the 
judges of the Queen’s Bench Division is imperatively recjuired. 
But the report of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society is not confined to indorsing or qualifying the proposals 
of the Bar Council. Some important independent suggestions 
are included in it. It is proposed that an official with practical 
experience of litigation should be appointed as ‘‘ Master of the 
Lists”? with the rank of a master of the Supreme Oourt. I¢ 
would be the duty of this master to arrange the cause lists of 
the Queen’s Bench Division under the direction of the Lord 
Chief Justice. In arranging the lists, causes of like character 
would, it is maa Wa grouped in separate lists, and each 
group assigned to a separate rota of ju pes selected for each 
sittings only, so that the work of each of the judges would, 
during eac 


the trials of each of such groups of causes should be conducted 
before one or other of the judges appointed on the rota for that 
group. And finally, the abolition of Divisional Courts is 
recommended. 


The further report of the Bar Council indorses these proposals } 
for the appointment of a master of the lists, for the grouping of 
causes to be tried in particular courts, and for the abolition of 
Divisional Courts, and recent occurrences which have unex- 


pectedly withdrawn judges from London to fill vacancies on 


circuit are made the occasion for renewing the demand for addi-_ 
tional judicial strength. The Bar Council again emphatically — 


express their conviction that the present staff of judges of the 


Queen’s Bench Division is not sufficient to meet the contempo- 
raneous demands of London and the circuits, and to provide for 
the accidents of illness and other contingencies which from time 


to time remove judges from active work. 


It may be anticipated that this joint utterance of the bodies 


entitled to speak on behalf of the two branches of the profession 
will receive careful attention from the authorities responsible for 


a 
“I 


They consider that unless some reforms such ag 


on the delay and uncertainty 


sittings, be connected with one or more of the’ 
groups into which the causes had been divided. It is further 
proposed that particular court-rooms should be fixed, in which 
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the existing arrangements, but it would be hazardous to assume 
that the demand for an addition to the judicial bench will be 
ted. It is much more likely that the necessary relief will 
come from the abolition of Divisional Courts, and there is no 
reason why this step should be delayed. The work at present 
done by Divisional Courts can be apportioned between single 
judges and the Oourt of Appeal, and a considerable increase of 
udicial power would be at once available. The appointment of 
a master of the lists should not cause difficulty, though we are 
not sure that in arranging separate lists it is necessary to group 
together causes of a like nature. It is not desirable to havea 
special court for the trial of libel actions or of breach of promise 
cases. Provided some judge, or some one of a rota of judges, is 
in charge of a particular list, and is ready to take the cases as 
they come on, there seems to be no advantage in securing that 
all the cases should be of the same character. ‘The real 
difficulty of course lies in the necessity for a considerable 
tion of the judges to be always spending a fugitive 
existence on circuit, and no probable reform of the circuit 
system will obviate the difficulty. It is this which stands in the 
way of each judge being responsible for his own list and having 
the control of an action from start to finish, including the fixing 
of an early and certain date for trial so as to suit the con- 
venience of the ies. Apparently the.only way to meet the 
difficulty is to place the list in —- of a rota of judges as 
suggested, some one of whom could be relied upon to take the 
icular case at the appointed day, or as near thereto as 
ible. It would of course be a great advantage if the 
ury could be got to accede to the demand for an additional 
judge, but this can only be expected when all other means to 
secure the needed improvements in the dispatch of business 
have failed. The immediate points to be aimed at are the 
abolition of Divisional Courts and the appointment of the master 
of the lists. Both these objects should be attained in the 
course of the present year. ith this done, and the experience 
of the Commercial Oourt as a guide, a great improvement in the 
arrangement of the business might be anticipated. 





THE COMPETENCE OF ACCUSED PERSONS AS 
WITNESSES. 


Sm HeRrsert STEPHEN is well known as the leading Sy Sypr of the 
proposal for allowing prisoners to give evidence, and the statement 
of his views which he has now published* merits careful considera- 
tion. He puts his case upon the strong ground of experience, and of 
experience which the leading supporters of the pec have had no 
opportunity of sharing. He is quite untouched by the argument that 
some twenty or thirty statutes already allow prisoners to testify in 
their own behalf, and that to avoid the absurdity of — the 
competency of the prisoner depend upon the form in which his 
indictment is drawn, it is eS make this competency uni- 
versal. He admits the absurdity, but he would apply a different 
remedy. He goes for repeal, and not for fresh legislation, and he 
would abrogate the rule of competency in the cases where it at 
pe exists. He says, truly enough, that it is as easy to draft a 
repealing the enabling statutes, or rather sections of statutes, as 


it was to draft the Criminal Evidence Bill, and he hopes that it may Pp 


ultimately prove easier to pass such a repealing Bill through Parlia- 
ment. 
The point he urges is that the whole case has been altered by the 
— of the evidence of prisoners which has been accumulated 
er the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, an experience which 
he complains, is almost entirely ignored by the advocates of the change. 
change. For this silence he gives a plausible reason. No single one of 
the eminent supportersof the Bill, excluding some of the judges, has, he 
says, had any continuous practice in courts of assize since 1885, and it 
is only in those courts since that date that actual practical experience 
of the competence of prisoners as witnesses has Som possi The 
appearance of the leading advocates in a criminal court is com- 
paratively rare, and they have no experience worth mentioning of 
giving of evidence by prisoners. ‘‘The man who understands 
the subject is the popular and successful junior in the constant 
habit of defending prisoners—the man who defends as a rule from 
one to two hundred prisoners in the year, of whom probably twenty 
or thirty will be competent witnesses, who, when he is not defending 
prisoners himself, is constantly either prosecuting them or hearing 





* Priscners on Oath: Present and Future. By Sir Herbert Stephen, Bart., Barrister- 


them prosecuted and defended by other people. 
class Sir HERBERT STEPHENS is able to cite a considerable 
names in support of his views, and he calls in the 

which his own official position on the Northern Circuit has given him. 
On the other hand, for lack of such practical experience, he discounts 
the testimony in favour of the Bill, which has been na ay 


E 
F 


eminent lawyers, including the Attorney- Sir Epwarp 
CLARKE, and Sir GEoRGE Of th judges, he admits that 
some who have had experience of the compe of prisoners, 


notably Mr. Justice Hawkins and Mr. Justice MaTHews, ha - 
waned themselves in favour of the measure; but he states that 
thst the great weight of exjerieonel! Profesional Splaion lc speley 
e great weight o i onal opi is 
allowing witnesses to give evidence. ss 
But if there is this weight of expert opinion against the Bill it is 
is P 


natural to ask upon wnat Cqecie senate ot eapeaenes i 


Sir HerseErt puts his case cl h. 

of allowing prisoners to give e i to increase the number of 
innocent persons who are convicted, a i 
be supported, would certainly be enough give the advocates of the 
measure The most important part o 
that in which this proposition is defended. The effect of allowing 
prisoners to give evidence has to be considered in relation to the 
guilty and to the innocent. In relation to the guilty, Sir Herpzrt 
observes, it is generally admitted that competence to testify is pretty 
sure in a certain number of cases to lead to the conviction of guilty 
persons who might otherwise escape; but this is not the ground 
upon which the competency is advocated. It is pointed out that, 


according to the criminal statistics for 1894, the ortion of 
tried for indictable offences and convicted is no than 82 cent, 
The admission of prisoners as witnesses could not y raise 


this a while occasionally it would have the effect of enabling a 
plausible, but guilty, person to escape. The really im 
question raised by the proposal to make prisoners oo t witnesses 
is how it will effect the cases of prisoners who are guilty. As to 
them Sir HERBERT STEPHEN alleges emphatically that an innocent 
person is not less but more likely to be convicted if he can be heard 
as @ witness for himself than if he cannot. He repeats a statement 
he has already made, that on the Northern Circuit three or four 
innocent persons are, on the average, convicted every year because 
they have given evidence, when they would have been acquitted if 
they had been incompetent as witnesses, and he hazards the specula- 
tion that if the Criminal Evidence Bill becomes law it will 
the conviction in England every year of three or four hundred 
innocent persons who, but for it, would be acquitted. 
Positive evidence of the truth of this assertion it is in the nature of 
things impossible to give. All that Sir HerBERT STEPHEN does is 
to assert the fact and to offer such explanation as he can. “ Even,” 
he says, ‘if there were no assi reason, I am quite satisfied of 
the fact, and so are a great many other people who are really in a 
a to judge by experience.” The reasons he assigns are two- 
old. First, —- who gives evidence in his own behalf does 
not get the benefit of the doubt; and secondly, even though innocent, 
5 ¥ > bi ‘ “> U 1 J i us ‘ 
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pu Under the existing systeni the j —— = prosecution to 
mre the prisoner’s ruil beyond all unndll doubt. If the proof 
oes not come up to this standard the prisoner is acquitted. ‘‘It is 
this attitude of mind on the part of juries which is the real saf 
of innocent persons unfortunately—or through deliberate ury— 
placed in suspicious ci . A large number of prisoners are 
acquitted solely in consequence of this rule, though they are 
robably guilty, and the jury think they are guilty, their guilt is 
just not proved with the d of assurance. Of course 
the truth is that the great bulk o persons are guilty, and are 
undeservedly fortunate in escaping. But a small pro; 
guilty. It may be roughly guessed that something 
out of a hun acquitted on this ground are innocent. 
Juries cannot know by revelation which four or five out of the hun- 
dred are innocent, and they secure the acquittal of the four or five in 
the only possible manner, by acquitting all the hundred.” But, 
continues Sir HersertT SIEPHEN, where Pecan are competent 
mgm give ney oe rg oe dqiens thee 
juries disappears. no longer or 
prisoner, but, taking his evidence with the other evidence before 
them, they strike a ce of probabilities. Asa reason for their so 
doing it is s ted that when the er’s mouth is closed the 
jury assume t, if he could s » he would give a clear contra- 
diction to the charge. In other words, they Ww rape roms 
cally the same benefit as though he were a perfectly witness 
in his own behalf. ‘ All this is quite chan when beat ef 
has given evidence. There is no longer an 0 
They have heard the assertion of innocence, and very likely it has 
not yng them much. There is no need to exact a standard of 








at-Law, Clerk of Assize for the Northern Circuit. William Heinemann. 


proof here, and they merely strike the balance.” Upon the figures 
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stated above the ‘‘ balance of probabilities is against each one of the 
hundred, who are all probably guilty—that is, ninety-five of them 
are oy hm the jury convict everyone of the hundred, including 
the five innocent. 

The other reason by which Sir HERBERT STEPHEN accounts for the 
above result is that juries always draw the inference that a prisoner 
who tells them lies in his evidence is guilty of the crime with which 
he is charged. The circumstances which have roused suspicion 
against a prisoner and brought him into the dock may be circum- 
stances of which he has reason to be ashamed, even though he is 
innocent of the crime charged. He accordingly gives an untruthful 
answer as to the circumstances, and when the untruth is apparent 


the jury at once jump to the conclusion that he is guilty of the crime. | 


The foregoing are the reasons by which Sir HERBERT STEPHEN 
to account for what, in his belief, experience clearly teaches to 
be the fact, that a prisoner’s own evidence, even when he is innocent, 
increases the likelihood of his conviction. The statement of the fact 
he admits to partake largely of the paradoxical, and it is unfor- 
tunate that it cannot be made to rest on anything better than some- 
what hypothetical reasoning upon the changed attitude of the minds 
of juries. But our object now is to state the argument and not to 
criticize it. An interesting chapter is devoted to an examination of 
the speeches made on behalf of the Criminal Evidence Bill in the 
House of Commons, when the Bill was read a second time last April. 
Sir HERBERT STEPHEN does not admit the importance of the 
instances of hardship under the existing law which were then brought 
forward, and he finds the speakers wanting in that experience of 
ractice under the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, upon which 
e bases his own attack on the Bill, Asa suggestion for a settle- 
ment of the controversy, he prcposes that every prisoner, although 
defended by counsel, should have a right to make—including the 
right to read—any statement he chooses, at the close of the case for 
the prosecution, and before any address to the jury by his counsel ; 
but this would not be on oath; and the one thing to be avoided, Sir 
HERBERT insists, is questioning the prisoner. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE COUNCIL OF THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY AND 
THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Whether the Council of the Incorporated Law Society were 
wise in abandoning last year the opposition they had so long main- 
tained to the Land Transfer Bill, containing as it did the compulsory 
clauses, is a question on which opinions must differ, but, assuming 
they were mistaken, it is not fair to lay all the blame for the course 
— on the Council, as is being done by some of your corres- 
pondents from Yorksbire. 

Before any final decision was ccme to by the Council, a meeting of 
the Associated Provincial Law Societies was held, and that meeting 
endorsed (I think unanimously, but at all events with very few 
dissentients) the action of the Council. I recollect that at that 
meeting I seconded (I forget who proposed) a resolution to the effect 
that it was desirable the opposition to compulsion in any shape 
should be continued as heretofore; and we withdrew that motion at 
the instance of some very eminent country members who had been 
among the most constant and energetic opponents of compulsion, 


and certain! ly the Yorkshire representatives did not protest against 
the course adopted. It must not be forgotten that the influence of 
the profession, even when completely united, depends upon organiza- 
tion ; organization implies leaders, and leaders are useless unless the 
general body of members follow their lead. 

I felt, and I believe my view was the common one, that when we 
were told by gentlemen of the authority of those I have mentioned 
that in their opinion the most prudent course for the profession to 
adopt was to accept a compromise with the Government, we must 
either accept this advice or pass what would have amounted to a vote 
of want of confidence in those leaders without whose assistance and 





manage we should have been helpless. 

It is not fair to speak of the action of the Council as implying any 
approval of the measure ; the course adopted was perfectly justifiable 
if the Council were right in their opinion that it was wise to agree 
with the enemy while they had an opportunity of so doing, and that 
further opposition was likely to result in a more mischievous Act 
than the one with which the Government offered to be content. 

I am, on the whole, myself inclined to think that the Council 
were right, and that the compromise was the lesser of two evils, but 
that is not the point I at ail wish to discuss now; what I do protest 
against is the attack upon a body to whom the profession owe a deep 
debt of gratitude for having taken a course which, whether wise or 
unwise, was adopted by the provincial societies. 

I can hardly imagine that the complaints that have been made of 
the answer given on behalf of the Society to the inquiry of the 
London County Council’ are serious. To say nothing of the duty 
the Society owes to the metropolis, I can conceive nothing more 
unfortunate in the interests of the country at large than a refusal by 
the Council of the Society to express an opinion on the convenience 
and utility of the measure. Had no answer been given to the 
inquiry, it would have been always open to the Government, when 
seeking to induce county councils in the provinces to ask for an order 
under the Act, to suggest that the profession, as represented by the 
Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom, was not opposed 
to the principle of compulsion, and, in support of this assertion, to 
point to the absence of any reply in that sense to a question put to 
the Society by the London County Council, H. 

Hereford, Feb. 14. 


THE RULES UNDER THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 








[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The 22nd section of this Act enacts that general rules and 
orders under section 111 of the principal Act shall be made by the 
; Lord Chancellor with the advice and assistance of the registrar, a 

judge of the Chancery Division of the High Court to be chosen by 
| the judges of that division, and three other persons, one to be chosen 
| by the General Council of the Bar, one by the Board of Agriculture, 
and one by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. 
| The rule-making body, therefore, appears to consist of the Lord 
| Chancellor, a judge, and three other ‘persons,’ who may be 
| lawyers or not. 

Now (inter alia), what does the 111th section of the principal Act 

of 1875 provide? Why, that rules may be made, rescinded, 
| amended, or added to in respect of ‘‘ the costs to be charged by 
| solicitors or certificated conveyancers in or incidental to or con- 
| sequential on the registration of land, or any other matter required 
| to be done for the purpose of carrying this Act into execution, with 
power to require such costs to be payable by commission, percen 
or otherwise,and to bear a certain proportion to the value of t 
land registered, or to be determined on such other principle as may 
be thought expedient, and the taxation of such costs and the 
persons by whom such costs are to be paid.” 

It appears clear, therefore, that the ord Chancellor, prompted 
| by the registrar or assistant registrar, and an unknown judge, and 
three other “ persons” to be appointed, may make almost any rules 
they please as to solicitors’ costs under the Act. Of course counsel’s 
fees are not touched, but the poor solicitor may perhaps even envy 
the proverbial toad under a harrow. 

By the way, Mr. Editor, can you inform us the names of the 
judge and three other “‘ persons” who are to decide for us behind 
our backs what costs we ought to charge ? 

Bristol, Feb. 15. J. M. & 8. 

[See the names under the head of “Current Topics.”—Ep. S.J.] 
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INCIDENCE OF SETTLEMENT ESTATE DUTY WHERE TES- 
TATOR DIED BEFORE, BUT THE DUTY NOT PAID TILL 
AFTER, THE FINANCE ACT, 1896. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—A testator died in May, 1896, having by will settled a share 
of his residuary trust moneys, the settlement estate duty on which 
has only now been assessed and paid. Is such duty payable out of 
the settled fund or out of the residuary estate ? 





Feb. 19, 1898. 7 
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The Finance Act, 1896 (Part 4), commenced on the Ist of July, 
1896, and the expression ‘‘ deceased ” means a person d 
after that date (see section 24). Section 19 provides for the incidence 
of the above duty, making it payable out of the property settled by 
the will of the ‘‘ deceased ’’ (not, be it noted, ‘‘ deceased ). 

Some months ago the Controller courteously informed me that, in 
his opinion, the provisions of section 19 apply to settlement estate 
duty _— at the time of the Act coming into operation, was 
unpaid. 

oo readers will remember Re Webber, Gribble v. Webber (40 
SoLicIToRs’ JOURNAL, p. 388; and referred to in “‘ Current Topics,”’ 
p- 645), which was decided before the 1896 Act, and under which 
settlement estate duty was held to be payable out of the residuary 
personal estate. That decision would govern my case unless section 
19 ~ pen in the way the Controller thought it did, and, having 
regard especially to the grievance the Act was intended to remedy, 
I think, if I may presume to say so, that there would be some 
difficulty in maintaining an opinion contrary to the Controller’s. I 
assume, of course, that the word “‘ deceased” in section 19 does not 
mean the same as ‘‘ deceased person ” in section 24. 

I should be glad to know your opinion, or that of any of your 
readers, as to the proper incidence of the duty in the above cir- 
cumstances. F, G. Line. 

Framlingham, Feb. 14. 


[Section 19 of the Finance Act, 1896, appears to be retrospective ; 
the words ‘‘ settled by the will of the deceased” being taken from 
section 5 (1) of the Act of 1894 and inserted in section 19 by way of 
description only. In Soward’s Handbook of Estate Duty, 2nd ed., p. 
96, it is stated that this interpretation is adopted by the Office with 
regard to all settlement estate duty not assessed prior to the 1st of 
July, 1896.—Ep. S.J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re DUTHY AND JESSON’S CONTRACT. Romer, J. 12th Feb. 


VENDOR AND PurncHAsER—VzxENpDorRs’ Duty ro Hanp Over att Titte Degvs 
on ComPLETION—AGREEMENT TO Accept ‘‘ tHE Best TiTLe THE VENDORS 
Can Grve’’—Deerps Depostrep with MortTGaGeEs. 


Summons. This was an application under the Vendor and Purchaser 
Act, 1874, by Herbert A. Duthy, William R. Duthy, and F. E. Duthy, 
the vendors of a freehold house, No. 32, Paget-street, Southampton, for a 
declaration that a good title to the property had been sbewn in accord- 
ance with the contract for sale dated the 18th of January, 1897. The 
instrument containing the contract was in the follow terms—viz., 
** Received the 18th day of January, 1897, of Mr. Robert Wm. Jesson the 
sum of £10 as a deposit and in part payment of the sum of £480 for the 
purchase of a freehold dwelling-house and premises, No. 32, Paget-street, 
Southampton. The purchaser to accept the best title the vendors can 
give. The purchase to be settled on or before the lst day of February 
next. The vendors to give the purchasers a bond of indemnity against 
any claim of George Henry Duthy, who has not been heard of for the 
= thirty-two years, at their expense. (Signed) Herbert Duthy, 

illiam R. Duthy. I agree to purchase on the terms above mentioned, 
the 18th of January, 1897. (Signed) Robert W. Jesson.” It appeared 
that George Henry Duthy, the elder, purchased the property in 1846. 
In 1847 he made a post-nuptial settlement of certain moneys in favour of 


his wife and children, the trust of corpus (in default of appointment under | t 


certain powers contained in the settlement) being for the children of Mr. 
and Mrs. Duthy living at the death of the survivor of them in equal 
shares. In 1848 he mortgaged the property to the trustees of this settle- 
ment, of whom there were two, to secure £300 and interest. In 1862, one 
of these trustees having died, another trustee was appointed in his place, 
but the mortgage was not transferred to the new trustee, and would 
seem to have remained vested in the survivor of the original trustees 
until his death, which took place subsequent to this appointment. The 
settlor died in 1890, having by his will dated in 1847 in effect directed his 
estate to be divided amongst all his children on their attaining the age of 
twenty-one years, and his widow died in 1892. The vendors were the 
surviving children of the settlor (other than George Henry Duthy). On 
the 21st of January, 1897, an abstract of title was delivered to the pur- 
chaser, commencing with a conveyance dated the 5th of November, 1894, 
by Wm. R. Duthy and F. E. Duthy of their respective interests in the 
property to Herbert A. Duthy, but the vendors declined to hand over the 
earlier title-deeds to the purchaser on the ground that the solicitors who 
had acted for the mortgagees declined to d them over, and that the 
title abstracted was the best title that the vendors could give. The 
earlier title had been disclosed to the purchaser before the contract was 
entered into, and he was informed at the same time that the mortgage 
had been paid off, and that the earlier title-deeds were in the possession 
of the mortgagees’ solicitors. 


no application : 


see as to the limited 
33 W. R. 737, 30 Ch. D. 42, at p. 46). 
ted with certain mortgagees whose 
the debt had not been off, the vendors 
completion to obtain the concurrence of the 
to the purchaser, and the deeds would then have 
the mere fact that the debt had been previously paid 
difference in the right of the purchaser to have the deeds handed over. . 
Nor would the provision in the contract that the purchaser was to accep 
the best title that the vendors could ee take ey Bene purchaser’s 
tight. No question of title was involved. The mere that obtaining 
the deeds might cause the vendors trouble and expense was no answer to 
the purchaser. The vendors had applied to the solicitors who acted for 
the mortgagees. The deeds did not belong to those solicitors, and they 
could not part with the deeds without the authority of the mortgagees or 
their representatives. So far as his lordship could ascertain no your 
had been made by the vendors to obtain such authority to the solicitors. 
On the materials before the court the vendors were not now in a position 
to call upon the purchaser to waive his claim to have the deeds handed 
over on completion, and the summons must therefore be dismissed with 
costs.—Counssi, Farwell, Q.C., and Mark Romer; Neville, Q.C., and 
Sargant. Soxicrrons, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Cousins ¢ Burbridge, | 
Portsmouth ; Barlow § Barlow, for Stanton, Bassett, § Stanton, South- 
ampton. 
° [Reported by J. F. Waxer, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BARNES w. YOUNGS. Komer, J. 4th Feb. 


ArsrTRATION — Partnersuirp — Notice or Expvuis1on — Quast-JupiciaL 
Position or Co-PARTNERS. 


Motion. This was a motion to stay proceedings and refer to arbitra- 
tion made on behalf of the defendants in the ese The acticn had 
bee “ae ap rT Hon 


) ne} ' ta 
epartiicrehip eerved on bimrt 
tri phe STeTUann uw ‘Om ‘ 


. y 
Arag re-urticles of partnership it was in effect provided 
power of expulsion by notice in writing was given t any partner 
who might inter alia be guilty of conduct de to the partnership 
business. It was further provided that if any question should arise as to 
whether events bad happened to authorize the exercise of this power, the 
game should be referred to arbitration. By ph 37 of the 
it was inter alia provided that any dispute or q between the parties 
touching the partnership or the lution thereof or the rights and 
liabilities of the ners under the articles should be re to two 
arbitrators or their umpire pursuant to the Arbitration Act, 1889, or any 
statutory modification or re-enactment for the time being in force. 
Certain conduct of the plaintiff having been brought to the knowledge of 
the defendants, his co-partners, they wi warning, and without 
ving him an opportunity of ex " on 
as having committed a bteach of the of clause 31 giving a 
power of expulsion. Upon the plaintiff a motion in his action to 
restrain the defendants from B geese, Ry of dissolution, it was 
directed gett? in — bo Prag on» conta & wd 
plaintiff with notice present motion proceedings 
action and refer the matter to arbitration as provided for by the articles. 
It was contended on behalf of the plaintiff, the t to this motion, 
that the notice was void on the ground that he been ~ no oppor- 
tunity of explaining his conduct, that the notice had not iven bond 
fide, and that such questions were not alain to be referred to arbitration. 
Reference particularly was made to Blissit v. Daniel (10 Hare 493), Wood v. 
Wood (L. 9 Ex. 190), Lyon v. Johnson (40 Ch. D. 579), Re Carlisle (44 
Ch. D. 200), Wallis v. Hirsch (1 C. B. N.S. 316), Russell v. Russell (14 
Ch. D. 471). 
Romer, J., said that in his 


fe) 


xpulsion were in a 


a 
quaci-judictal poien with regard to the exercise of this power, and 
therefore shoul ve the other partner an opportunity of giving any 
explanation he might have to offer. Under the circumstances the ques- 
tion whether the notice of expulsion was valid or not was, in his opinion, 
not one adapted to be referred to arbitration. His lordship, further, was 
of opinion that the allegation of the plaintiff that the notice was not 
given bond fide amounted to a charge of against the defendants, his 
— and this was alco a reason against referring the matter to 
arbitration. On these grounds no order was made on the motion to refer. 
—CovnseL, Neville, Q.C., and Micklem; Levett, Q.0., and 7. Watson. 
Soxrcrrons, Crowder, Vizard, § Co. ; Collyer, Bristow, § Co 
[Reported by Ratecn B. Partirorrs, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re JOHN JONES (Deceased), ee v. JONES. Byrne, J. 12th 
‘eb. 


Wiui—Consrrucrion—Girt Over Arrer AnsoLuts Interest—Rervenancy. 


Summons. John Jones, of Penmaenmawr, 
dated the 19th of April, 1899, gave and 
and personal estate, of whatsoever kind, 
her absolute use and benefit, so that d 
of her maintenance and eupport, she 
and dispose of his real estate absolutely; and 
her death as to such parts of my real and personal 





| have disposed of as aforesaid, subject to the payment of my wife’s funeral 
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oes 
expenses, I give, devise, and bequeath the same unto my brother, Owen 
Jones, pate wife’s sister, Mary Jones, upon trust to sell and 
convert the same into money, and to divide the capital thereof 
into five equal shares and portions and to pay such shares or portions 
to the following persons,’’ who were then named. The testator died 
in 1891. Jane Jones eurvived the testator, and by her will appoiated 
the defendant her sole executor, and made him her residuary legatee. 
She died in September, 1897. This summons was taken out by one of the 
entitled under the gift over after the death of Jane Jones for a 
on that she took a life estate only in the testator’s real and per- 
sonal estate, with power of disposition by act inter vivos only, for her 
maintenance and support, and that on her death such parts of the pro- 
perty which she had not disposed of passed under the residuary gift in 
the will of John Jones. 

Brynz, J., held that the subsequent words in the will of John Jones 
were not sufficiently clear to reduce the absolute interest previously 
given to a life estate, and distinguished the case of Re Pounder (56 L. J. 
Ch. 113), on the ground of the revocation of the previous interest by 
the codicil in that case. Consequently the gift to Jane Jones was abso- 
lute, and the subsequent gifts over void.—Covunsgt, Bve, Q.C, and 
MacConkey ; Astbury, Q.C., T. R. Hughes, and J. A. Price. Sowtcrrors, 
Horrocks $ Christian Jones, Liverpool; Alfred Stephenson, for D. Owen 
$ Griffith, Bangor. 

[Reported by N. Tevsutt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


IN THE MATTER OF AN ACTION OF DUNMORE v. WHARAM IN THE 
COURT OF CHANCERY OF THE COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
Byme, J. 5th and 12th Feb. 


Pracrice—Paratise Court—Derznpant OvT OF JURISDICTION—ORDER OF 
Arracument—Covrt ory Cuancery or Lancaster Act, 1850, s. 15— 
Covar or Cuancery or Lancaster Act, 1854, s. 7. 


Motion. This was an ¢z parte application on bebalf of the plaintiff to 
make an order of the Court of Chancery of the County of Lancaster for 
leave to issue a writ of attachment an order of the High Court under 
section 15 of the Court of Chancery of Lancaster Act, 1850 (13 & 14 Vict. 
c, 43). Judgment was given in the action by the Palatine Court in July, 
1897, and the defendants Wharam and Broughton were thereby ordered to 
pay a eum of £2,275, which represented trust funds under an indenture of 
settlement, into court within seven days after service of the judgment. 
The defendants had both —- to the action. Judgment was served 
on the defendants but they did not comply with the order. An order was 
then obtained on the 3lst of January, 1898, from the Palatine Court to 
issue a writ of attachment against the defendant Broughton, who resided 
at Bishop Auckland, in Durham, out of the jurisdiction of the court. 
The present application was to make that order an order of the High 
Court. The only question was whether the application should not have 
been made under section 7 of the Court of Chancery of Lancaster Act, 
1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 82), to the Court of Appeal constituted by that Act. 
This section enables that court of appeal to punish persons in contempt of 
the Palatine Court when the latter court cannot effectually punish them 
iteelf. Counsel contended that that section was only intended to apply 
where the Palatine Court had no power to make the order at all, and not 
where, as in this case, they had jurisdiction to make the original order 
in uence of the defendant having submitted to the jurisdiction of 
the court by appearing. 

Feb. 12.—Byawz, J., made order asked for.—Covnszx, 7. R. Hughes. 
Soxictron, 4. 8. Mather, Liverpool. 


[Reported by N. Tzssurt, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re ANGLO-CONTINENTAL CORPORATION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA 
(LIM.). Wright, J. 2nd and 9th Feb. 


Company Winvrxnc vr—Svurritvs Assets DistrrpvTrion—ARTICLES OF 
AssociaTion—REPAYMENT— UNEQUAL ConTrRIBUTION—EQUALIZATION. 


Application by the liquidator for the direction of the court as to the 
disthbution of the surplus assets of the company, which he still had in 
his hands after payment of all debts and expenses. The company had 
been registered with a capital of £500,000 divided into a similar number 
of shares of £1 each. Of these, 25,000 shares had been issued and were 
fully paid up, and 100,000 other shares had been issued with 5s. a share 

up. Clause 129 of the articles of association enacted: ‘‘If, upon 

the winding up of the company, the surplus assets shall be more than 
sufficient to repay the whole paid-up capital the excéss shall be distri- 
buted among the members in proportion to the capital paid or which 
ought to have been paid on the shares held by them respectively at the 
commencement of the winding up, other than amounts paid in advance 
of calls. 1f the surplus assets shall be insufficient to repay the whole of 
the eup capital, such surplus assets shall be distributed so that as 
nearly as may be the losses shall be borne by the members in proportion 
to the capital paid, or which ought to have paid, on the shares held 
by them vely at the commencement of the winding up, other than 
amounts in advance of calls. But this clause is to be without 
jadice to the rights of holders of shares upon special conditions.’’ 
Te assets now remaining in the hands of the liquidator were not 


sufficient to repay all the capital which had been paid in full, and the 
remaining 


direction of the court was sought as to the distribution of this 
asset. 
Wricur, J., held that as clause 129 of the articles of association 





regulated the distribution of surplus assets in this company, and ig 
consequence there was no room for the application of the 
applied in Birch v. Cropper (88 W. R. 401, 14 A. C. 525). If 


been a real surplus after returning the paid-up capital it would, by the 
express terms of the contract, have been divisible not according to the 
nominal amounts of the shares but according to the amounts which 
had been paid up and which therefore had presumably had the — 
merit in earning the profit. But the adventure had resulted in a 

instead of a profit, there however still remained an equity to be satisfied 
in order to equalize the loss, and the uncalled capital ought to be called up 
unless the contract had otherwise provided. It had not otherwise 

vided. ‘‘ Capital paid’’ according to Er parte Lowenfeld (70 L. T. 3), did 
not mean merely capital paid before the liquidation or called up in the 
liquidation for payment of debts and expenses, but included that which 
was called up, or treated as called up, for the purpose of satisfying equities 
in the repayment of capital. This was really in this case nota surplus 
buta mitigation of loss. The loss and the mitigation of it were to be 
distributed equally, but subject to the equalization of the capital account 
and not irrespective of such equalization, and a call was necessary for 
that equalisation, the amount of which call would be included in the 


words ‘Capital paid or which ought to have been paid.’’ There 
must therefore be a call made on the 100,000 shares sufficient to equalize 
the capital amount.—CounsgL, Arthur Chitty ; A. Beddall ; Kirby. Souci 


tors, Ridley ; Batchelor § Cousins ; Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co. 
[Reported by C. W. Mean, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE LOWER RHINE AND WURTEMBERG INSURANCE ASSOCIATION 
v. SEDGWICK. Com. Court, Kennedy, J. &th, 10th, and 11th Feb. 


InsunaNcE, Mantne—Unberwairen Re-rnsurnes Part or Risk UNDER 
OricmnaL Portcy—Onicinat Ponicy Cancettep, put SuBSTANTIALLY 
Smatar Poxicy 1s Concugnrentty Errecrep with Hin—Totrat Loss— 
Money Par To Rge-assurgp peroRE KNOWLEDGE THAT ORIGINAL Po.icy 
was CaNncgELLED—Action To Ger Back THis Payment—Insupasia 
InTEREST AT THE Time Risk was Re-mnsunep. 


Commercial cause. The action was brought to recover back mo: 
paid by the plaintiffs to the defendant under a mistake of fact, and the 
sole question for the court was whether the defendant's conten+ 
tion was right, that he was entitled to be paid this amount and could 
have recovered it from the plaintiffs. The defendant, an underwriter at 
Lloyd’s, subscribed, together with other underwriters, certain policies of 
marine insurance upon the steamship Collynie—namely: (1) A poe 
running from the 20th of February, 1896, for one year upon hull and 
machinery of steamer of the total value of £5,600. ‘The amount insured 
was £350, of which the defendant's “‘line’’ was £50, the balance being 
subscribed by his six other ‘‘ names” ; and (2) a policy running from the 
20th June, 1896, for one year containing the same valuation and time 
provision clauses as the firat icy. The amount insured was £850, of 
which the defendant’s ‘‘line’’ was £25, the other ‘‘ names ”’ taking £150 
between them. The time clauses attached to the two original policies pro- 
vided that ‘‘ the insured value should be taken as the repaired value in ascer- 
taining whether the vessel was a constructive total loss’’ with usual 
conditions. On the 27th of November, 1896, the defendant and his six 
other ‘‘ names” effected with the plaintiffs a policy of re-insurance upon 
The Collynie running from the 4th of November, 1896, until the 20th of 
June, 1897, the valuation of hull and machinery being entered at £5,600. 
The amount insured was £250. The defendant’s original policies were 
not asked for or shewn to the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs themselves again 
re-insured under a policy dated the 12th of November, 1896, against total 
lossonly. On the 20th of February, 1897, the first of the original policies 
expired and the second was yatees. Tey and their place was taken by a 
fresh policy of even date running for one year, but the 
valuation of hull and machinery was reduced to £5,000. The amount 
insured was £1,040, of which the “line’’ of the defendant was £50, 
and of his six other ‘“‘ names” £50 each, or £350 in all. No notice of 
cancellation and expiration of the first two policies and of the issue ofa 
fresh policy was sent to the plaintiffs. On the 3rd of May, 1897, Te 
Collynie became a total loss, and the defendant paid his assured as and 
The plaintiffs paid the defendant and his other ‘‘ names” 
a total loss on the y of the 27th of November, 1896, without asking 
for production of original policies. When the plaintiffs sought to recover 
from their re-insurers, their re- uired to be shewn the 
original policies. ‘The plaintiffs then for the time became aware of 
the cancellation of the policy of the 20th of June, 1896, and the sub- 
stitution for it of the = of the 20th of February, 1897, and brought 
this action to recover the sum they had paid. For the plaintiffs it 
was contended that the policy of re-insurance could only be effective on 
an existing policy, as it only covered risks insured by such eh or 
policies. oreover, the new policy of February, 1897, on hull and 
machinery, was for a different sum, and the risk was more onerous 
The , therefore, were not ad idem, and the money paid under 
mis' of now admitted facts ought to be retarned. For the defendant 
it was —_—_ that as he could shew at the time of the loss that he was 

te 


for a total loss. 


interes in the subject-matter of the insurance and that the low 
rendered him liable under the conditions of his underwriting agreement 
he could have recovered from the plaintiffs had they to pay him 


the sum which they now sought to have repaid, and therefore he was 
entitled to retain it. 

Kennepy, J., in his considered ete, held that judgment ought to 
be entered for the defendant. is opinion it would not have beet 
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possible to frame a plea in answer to the defendant’s claim had the 
relative position of the parties in the action been reversed. The evidence 
shewed that the defendant had an insurable interest as an insurer of the 
rw ag of the insurance at the time he effected the with the 
plaintiffs. It was not neceseary to aver interest at the the policy 
was effected. Allaninsurer 
insurable interest at the time he effected me pee of re-insurance when 
galled upon to do so. The defendant had an interest under the first 
two policies, and it was not lost by the fact that such interest was 
increaced or diminished somewhat by the time that the loss actually 
occurred and he himself became liable. In his opinion the interest of 
defendant was amply sufficient to have supported an action had the 

tiffs refused to meet his claim for the payment of the sum they bad made 
and now sought to recover back. £ seemed to him to decide the 
question, and judgment would be entered for the defendant with costs.— 
CounseL, English Harrison, Q.C., and Joseph Hurst; Joseph Walton, Q.C., 
and Scrutton. Soxtcrrors, Pritchard ¢ Sons; Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, ¢ 


Whatton. 
[Reported by Easxive Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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THE APPLICATION OF THE LAND TRANSFER ACT 
TO LONDON. 


(Srzctat Report.) 


The subject of the nee of the Land Transfer Act was considered 
at a special meeting of the London County Council held at the County 
Hall, Spring-gardens, on Tuesday. The chairman, Dr. Couurs, pre- 
sided. The attendance of members was distinctly above the a 
about 125 being present. The total membership is 137, but two of 
seats are vacant. 

The Vice-Cuaraman (Mr. R. Melvill Beachcroft), as chairman of the 
General P Committee, moved the adoption of the report of the 
committee upon the subject. The effect of the report was that since 
the 25th of January, when the committee last on the matter, 
letters against the Act being applied to London been received from 
the London, Chatham, and Dover Railway, the Cannon B Co. 
(Limited), the Freehold and Leasehold Permanent Benefit Building 
Society, and the Standard Benefit Building Society. Letters had aleo 
been received from the vestry of Hackney and the School Board for 
London stating that those bodies desired to express no opinion on the 
subject of the Act. The committee had had before them a memorandum 
from the Corporate Property Committee, pointing out that as the new 
register will not be open to public inspection, the —_e of Lon- 
don, which is now in course of —— by the , and which 
has already proved of considerable use, will not be able to be completed 
or to be kept up to date, and that its usefulness will therefore be greatly 
interfered with. The committee thought that the point raised might 
probably be met by special arrangement with the Land should 
the Act be applied to London. They also oo it desirable to a 
refer to the following letter from the Privy Council quoted in 
previous report : 

** Privy Council Office, Whitehall, 18th January, 1898. 

‘‘ Sir,—I am directed by the Lord President of the Council to acknow- 
ledge the receipt of your letter of the 17th inst., with reference to the 
draft of a pro Order in Council for comves he III. of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, to the county of London. reply, I am to state 
for the information of the London County Council that the form which 
the final Order in Council, for effect to the compulsory clauses of 
the Land Transfer Act, 1897, will , will no doubt be settled with 
due regard to any suggestions which may be received from the county 
council. But the intention at present is that the Order shall be made to 
take effect p ively acco to a division of the county into 
cenvenient areas not less than four in number. 

** The first area, comprising one-fourth or less of the county, would be 
selected with a view to the utilization of the existing offices in Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields as the Land istry of the district. 


“This method of the Order int» effect will have the advantage 
of not bayer me. imm ly a very heavy burden on the registry, and 
will also afford such an opportunity as the county council appear to 


desire of estimating the value of the work as it proceeds, and of watching 
generally the progress of the Act. : 

“*T am to add that any representations which their experience of the 
Act might lead the county council to make, would undoubtedly receive 
careful consideration.—I am, sir, your obedient servant, 

(Signed)  O. L. Psst. 

‘* The Olerk of the London County Council, Spring-gardens, 5. W.’’ 

The committee thought that, in the event of the council not a 
resolution of veto, the Privy Council should be informed that the London 
County Council relied on the statement in the letter that the Order would 
be so framed that it should be made to take effect ag ceapating, and 
should not in the first instance be made to apply to more one-fourth 
of the county. They had accordingly asked their chairman to move, 
should a resolution of veto not be passed: ‘‘That the Privy Council be 
informed that the London County Council relies on the Order applying 
the Land Transfer Act, 1897, to being so framed that it be 
made to take effect progressively, and shall not in the first instance be 
made to apply to more than one-fourth of the county.” 

Mr. E. Bovtnots, M.P., asked the chairman of the committee how many 
communications had been received, whether in reply to the council’s 
letters or voluntarily, and how many were in favour of applying the Act 
and how many ? 


to do was to shew that he possessed an | against, 





The as ae eighty-eight replies had been received ; 


He t it important. 
The Vice-Cuaimuam read the letter, which was dated the ith of 
February, and stated as follows: ‘‘The Court of Common Council at its 
mee yesterday unanimously 
Coasts Uemmaittee, to whom the ee the pow 
of tile cbeubd: be mnedie covaptinaee alias 
the city under the Land Transfer Act 
Mr. T. A. Oroan asked that the 
Pancras, and Battersea vestries might 
PE irene rg: oe read the replies in question, which were to the 
lo effect : 


! 
: 
' 
; 


lication of the Act to the county of London.’ 
he Rev. Fiemme Wit1t1aMs 
that the Act should be 
The Vice-CuHaramMan 
analysis as to which of the vestry clerks were solicitors. . 
Mr. Orcan asked whether the replies received from building societies 
indicated the views of the members of the societies or of the legal officials. 
The Vics-Cuarmman said that the 
Mr. H. H. Manxs, M.P. 
— of the vestries and other bodies 
council. 
The Vice-Cuatrman said it was impossible for him to answer that 


question. 
Mr. C. Jzrnome moved as an with notice: 
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was unfair t> London with ite vast interests to impose 
when the Privy Council could, with the greatest ease, 
smaller county. 

Mr. H. T. Bannine seconded the amendment. 
reasons, but principally in the interests of the 
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London. The bigger landowners, he had no doubt, could take care of 
themselves, and he could imagine cases where registration might be bene- 
ficial to them; but as regarded the smaller landowners of London, who 
‘were a very numerous class, the Act would be productive of expense, con- 
fusion, and delay. To his mind the Act was very obscure, and he had 
iven a great deal of attention toit. It contained twenty-six clauses only, 
But it was one of those Acts which would work only by reference to 
others. It was most undesirable in a case which affected the property of 
everybody in London, that the Act should be one which dealt by 
incorporation, and not entirely a new Act in the nature of a code 
of its own that anyone could take up and read and understand. It 
ted by reference an Act of 126 sections, and the result was an 
amount of obscurity which was most undesirable, and this obscurity 
would lead to trouble and delay in all matters coming under the Act. He 
complained of the absence of all notice as to what the orders and rules 
would be. Under the original Act of 1875 there were 250 rules which 
had to be understood. With regard to the expense, he had received, as he 
bad no doubt the other members of the Council had, a most interesting 
Circular from the Temperance Permanent Benefit Building Society. That 
society had about 700 transactions in the year, which varied from a small 
amount toabout £1,000. The loss by the new Act would be about £2 2s. 
on the emaller transactions and £5 5s. on the larger, and there would be a 
loes of £4,200 a year if the Act came into operation. There was one good 
thing in the Act, and that was the power to remove titles. He believed 
that power would be largely exercised. In the case of people who had 
been so unwise as to register under the Act of 1875, he had known instances 
where they had gone to considerable expense and trouble to remove the 
titles. They had had to go to the High Court todo so. Of course it was 
the compulsion that was objected to in London. It had been said that 
London ought to take the lead at once. What was to prevent London 
from taking the lead if people wished todoso? Any landowner could 
regicter his title if he wished to do so. Though a great many great 
lawyers, distinguished judges, and legislators had advocated registration 
he believed there was not one of them who had even put their own land 
on the register. ; 

Mr. Cuaries Forp: What is your authority ? 

Mr. Banninc : I believe that is eo. 

Mr. Forp: Oh, nonsense! 

Mr. Banninc said he did not say that the Land Registry might not be a 
great success. He need not put it so high as to say it would be a failure, 
but he said that if the chances were one in twenty or one in a hundred of 
being a failure the experiment ought not to be tried in London, but some- 
where where the facts were less complicated. There was no place where 
it was so difficult to carry it out as London. In London even half inches 
were of great value, therefore it was particularly dangerous to apply the 
Act to such property. He thought the effect of the Act would be to add 
one more gearch, and put one more difficulty in the way of all trans- 

in land. It would be a perfect terror to trustees because. in all 
cases trustees would have to see that the necessary caveat and inhibition 
were inserted in the register according to the Act of Parliament. ‘The 
principal effect of making the Act compulsory in London would be to 
greatly increase expence and litigation, and it would not be far from 
putting the whole of London in the Court of Chancery. 

Sir Antuvr Arno.p said that, having given the subject attention for 
many years, he was somewhat acquainted with its history. He was 
convinced that this was the commencement of a great and valuable reform, 
and for that reason he had been in hope that no motion of this sort would 
have been proposed in the council. With the greatest possible respect 
for the mover and seconder, he was rather glad that if a motion of this 
sort was to be made it should come from them because he was certainly 
able to say they did not occupy a commanding position in the official 
relation to their party in the council. If he were a lawyer he would feel 
a very strong reluctance to taking up the position the mover had assumed, 
becauee all the great lawyers of his (Sir Arthur Arnold’s) lifetime without 
a eingle exception had recommended this reform. He remembered that 
Lord was strongly in favour of it. Lord Selborne had advocated 
compulsory registration. He had listened to Lord Hatherley advocating the 
same view, he bad heard Lord Herschell, and again he had heard Lord 
Halsbury advocating the same reform. If he were a lawyer and had 
regard to that great body of impartial testimony he should think more 
than three times before standing up in the council and opposing it. Both 
the mover and seconder used the argument that at the present moment 
anyone could register his title, and the seconder had said that not one of 
the Lord Chancellors had used the registry. These Lord Chancellors had 
told the House of Lords that they were of opinion it should be compulsory, 
and were the members of the County Council of London the people to 
protest a compulsion? This was not the place to go into technicali- 
ties, but he held that they should rather weigh what had been done and 
said in Parliament and should give it their support. If he were a Con- 
eervative he would hesitate before opposing a measure which was pro- 

d not only by the present Government but which had been proposed 

y Lord Halsbury, not merely as the Chancellor of the Unionist Govern- 
ment, but as the Chancellor of a Conservative Government, and no one 
could say the present Government was hostile in any way to property. 
What was the value of the memorials that came up to the council? Nine- 
tenths of them were prepared mainly by the officials of those bodies and 
not by the members themselves. They were prepared by the officials who 
had been trained and were ekilled in the vicious system of conveyancing. 

~ He was not hostile to the City of London, but he was not at all surprised 
to find the City in the rear in this matter. They were in their proper 
= on this occasion. One gentleman had spoken of the difficulty of 
‘ wing money. He had known not one or two but fifty cases of bogus 
deeds upon which money had been lent and lost which could not occur 





under a system of registration. One of the greatest changes now proposed ; 
was to substitute conveyance by register of title for conveyance by deed. © 
He thought it most proper that the council should have been selected as the 
metropolitan county. But there was another reason. In the greater part 
of the county there was practically compulsion to register every transac. 
tion in land, and at the present moment that office had been moved 
altogether to the office of Land Registry so as to facilitate a procedure of 
this sort. Some of the members had received hundreds of circulars on the 
subject. He humbly suggested they should not regard them, because to a 
great degree in the vote they were called upon to give they were divested 
of responsibility—to this extent, that Government after Government, 
Chancellor after Chancellor, for the last forty years, certaialy thirty-five 
years, had repeatedly recommended the adoption of thisreform. Were 
they to resist such a continuous and concurrent stream of evidence by both 
ies on the subject? It was impossible for any man, with due regard 
or the Government, and for the eminent men in the law especially who 
had been the advocates of the measure, to take any other course than to 
vote against the pro: ° 
Mr. W. J. But thought it would be a very good thing for lawyers for 
many years to come if the Act were put into operation. He protested 
against the officialism which prevailed. The operation of the Act sounded, 
of course, very easy. All they had to do was to put their land on the 
register; then there would be a sort of gigantic cheque-book. When one 
wanted to transfer one’s land the official behind the counter would say, 
‘* Where is it?’’ The answer would be, ‘‘ Here is a plan,’’ and then 
there would be a sort of cheque-book instead of deeds. He thought that 
was the general idea of the lay mind as to how the registry was going to 
act, and that all the expensive deeds would be done away with. But he 
should like to point out that the same sort of thing was held out to the 
British public when that excellent Bankruptcy Act of Mr. Chamberlain’s 
was passed. All the work went into the hands of the officials. Was that 
practical? All who knew anything about the work knew that, although 
the Act was in theory very admirable, it did not reach the debtors as it 
ought. There was a very great deal of lack of industry and ener 
because of the officialism. e knew of a case not very long ago in which 
a large quantity of timber in a case of bankruptcy would have been seized 
for the creditors if the matter had been in private hands, but in the bank. 
ruptcy office there was so much red tape that it was taken away and 
disappeared long before the officials moved in the matter. With regard 
to the petitions against the Act, unworthy sneers had been cast at the 
lawyers. Why did the county council ask for the opinions of these various 
bodies? Surely those opinions were entitled to some consideration. So 
many large bodies could not be dominated by their solicitors, and it was 
unjustifiable to draw that conclusion. With regard to legislation, it was 
= that from a certain date nothing could be done in dealing with 
nd without compulsory registration. But before that everyone must 
make his title clear. At present in these matters there was always a 
certain amount of give and take between the solicitors employed, but in 
what was now proposed there would be two or three classes of title—first 
class, second class, and parliamentary, and he wanted to know what 
person would be satisfied with anything but a first-class title. There 
were a great many titles at the present moment which would bear 
investigation by solicitors which, under the iron-bound rules of the 
registry in Lincoln’s-ian, would not be passed. And when once these 
titles were questioned irreparable harm would be done to the property. 
Sir Arthur Arnold had referred to several successive Chancellors who had 
advocated compulsory registration, Very few of these Chancellors had 
been conveyancers. They had all very great experience in other branches 
of the law, but none of them were conveyancing lawyers. Mention had been 
made of German registration of title. In his private capacity he had been 
trying to get a title on the register in Germany for the last eighteen 
months and had not succeeded. He had been over there and had some small 
knowledge of the language, eo that had not stood in his way. He could 
not persuade the Germans what a trust was. They would have the 
Government official standing warming himself before the fire with the 
Times in his hand. Then there would be the ordinary layman coming to a 
pigeon-hole and saying he wanted to register or transfer histitle. ‘‘ Very 
well, you must get form 499) and fill it up.’’ The applicant would get 
the form and bring it back, and if right it would be passed. If it was 
wrong he would be sent back again, and finally it was to be presumed in 
due course the title would be registered. Then as to mortgages; these 
entered greatly into our social life, and it had been the habit after a title 
had been once examined that the solicitor did first look it through, and 
the money would be advanced without trouble, and there was secrecy. 
There was only a memorandum to be signed. After the first occasion the 
bank manager did not trouble, and everything was done without any 
difficulty. How would it work under the Act? Sir Arthur Arnold said 
that in place of deeds there would be a gigantic cheque. What would be 
the state of affairs? Was the bank manager going up to the registry 
and put his name in the counterfoil beside the name of the owner, and 
state that he has an interest in the land of £300 or £400? If he did that 
then he would possibly damage his customer. His customer possibly did 
not want thatto be known. On the other hand, supposing the bank 
manager said, ‘‘ I do not wish to hurt your credit, I will take the certificate 
for what it is worth,’’ then the title became untrue. It was not an absolute 
title because, as a matter of fact, the document, or rather the register, 
did not represent the exact facts of the case. He asked the council to 
consider that there was something in individual effort. It was the 
individual effort, the individual care exercised by the private person, which 
enabled di with property in land to be carried on as was at present 
the case. He believed the time would come after the Act had been in 
force three months when the council would consider whether it should 
not be withdrawn. He understood it had been suggested that the county 
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of London should be divided up into districts, but the 
value of the property to be twith he did not think the should be 
first tried here. The council knew he was not merely in a 
jealous or narrow spirit on behalf of his profession, but he did think it 
was well to consider the other side of question before they made 
this drastic, this tremendous change in the law of London. Let it be 
tried in Rutland or somewhere where property was not of such great 
value. 

The Right Hon. G. J. Suaw-Lerzvre said he was a member of the 
committee of the House of Commons nineteen years ago—in 1871 —which 
investigated this matter. And the then chairman, Lord 8, came 
before the committee and gave the most admirable and lucid evidence in 
favour of compulsory registration and against the present system, and 
completely converted him to his views as to the merits of the system. 
When the committee concluded its labours he drew up a report for the 
committee which he shewed to Lord Cairns, recommending precisely the 
course now adopted, introducing compulsion by degrees, beginning in 
London. He gave his reason for introducing the systemin London. A 
few years later he determined to make an putes himself in register- 
ing property in the Land with an absolute title. He had a small 
property in the suburbs consisting of about ten houses let on long leases. 
Some of the occupiers desired to purchase the houses from him. He 
thought it a good opportunity for trying the Land Registry, and took his 
title-deeds to the a unbeknown to his family solicitors, who, no 
doubt, would have advised against it, and he did the transaction without 
the slightest assistance from any lawyerand without any delay whatever. 
He paid a very small sum for the registration, and had dealt with and 
sold the houses on several different occasions, and had not found it neces- 
sary, nor had the purchaser, to employ lawyers. He and the purchaser 
went to the Land Registry together and did the transfer, and all they 
had to pay, where the transaction was £300, was 18s., whereas the recog- 
nised legal charge by his solicitor would have been £5 for each party. 
Therefore there was the difference between £10 and 18s. His experience 
had proved most conclusively that registration of title could be effected 
through the Land Registry without the intervention of any lawyer. He 
was not surprised, therefore, that lawyers should "4 to the registry. 
He did not pretend that it would not interfere with their profits, but after 
all they, like other great interests where great economical changes had 
taken place, must suffer. It was like the change from hand-loom weaving 
to the power loom, and so forth, and the lawyers had no more right to 
impede and prevent a great change of this kind than had the weavers in 
the case he had referred to. It might interest the council to see the title 
(holding up several deeds) under which he held the eeoperty, Demee 
registering. He was glad to say they had all become useless. was 
the title under which he held from the registry (holding up one document), 
a single page. It wasa mere certificate of title, and if it were lost he could 
get another certificate from the registry. The opposition to the measure 
came from two sources, either from the solicitors or from bodies like 
the building societies, and so forth, who thought that, certainly 
in the immediate future, they would be compelled to employ lawyers as 
well as use the registry. He believed that was a pure delusion, and he 
cited his own experience to prove the contrary. It would be found per- 
fectly possible to register absolute title on the he ee without the inter- 
vention of the lawyer. It was said ‘‘ Why deal with London?’ He 
thought there were very round and good reasons. In the first place 
there was already a system of registration of deeds. Every lawyer who 
had looked into the matter had come to the conclusion that the registra- 
tion of deeds was expensive and perfectly unnecessary, but the staff and 
the registry and the whole machinery would be very useful. It was 
thought the proper thing to try the system on a scale, and it could 
be far better introduced in London than anywhere else. He had come 
most strongly to the conviction that the introduction of compulsory 
registration would be an enormous boon to the owners of property and 
those who desired to become owners of property, and es ly in London, 
_ he believed, therefore, that this great boon should be tried first in 

mdon. 

Lord Farrer said it had been his good fortune to be associated with 
the present Lord Thring in preparing the law which enacted amongst 
other things provision for the registration of ships and transfer by regis- 
tration. That was in 1853. Lord Thring bestowed immense pains upon 
the matter and prepared admirable clauses, and after the Act was passed 
Lord Thring and he and the then solicitor of the customs prepared a 
number of forms. It was possible to transfer a ship from London to 
Calcutta, and the owner of a 69th part ofa ship could tran@fer it. He 
could also mortgage with the same facility. That system had been in 
operation since 1854, and had been found perfectly easy and perfectly 
satisfactory to the shipping interest. The Act was renewed three or four 
years ago and it was not found necessary to alter any of the clauses and 
hardly any of the forms. Not many years after pet yy 
deputation of shipowners from a great port came up to the t of 
the Board of Trade and begged him toalter the system and to re-introduce 
all the complications of title they had before. The deputation was headed 
by a solicitor, and after Mr. Henley, the then president, had heard them, 
he said, ‘‘ I can perfectly understand that the alterations you require would 
be for the benefit of certain interests. I do not think they would be for 
the benefit of the shipowning interest.”” He (Lord Farrer) saw no reason 
why the system applied to ships should not be equally applied to land. 

Sir Joun Hurron hoped that before the end of the discussion there 
would be some authoritative expression of opinion on the part of the 
Moderate party, because he thought that if the es ge was thrown 
upon the council to express an opinion, the responsibility of that opinion 
should be shared by both sections of the councll. He could not see his 
way to vote for the application of the Act to London. He was nota 


solicitor, but if he were he was sure he should not be more influenced by 
mercenary considerations than he ventured to think the solicitor-members 
of the council had been influenced. He was such an as; 
should be cast upon an honourable profession, a soclaten to which every 
member of roclety was greatly indebted. Asa he looked u; 
the proposed registration of title under the three absolute, qualified, 
and possessory, as a si dieadvantage to those who only had a possessory 
title. He was aware that effluxion of time would help, but what did that 
mean? Twenty years hence probably the slur would, as far as it could be 
by effluxion of time, be . And this document, the obser- 
vations of the Land Registry, what had they to say upon that, 
to him, very important conditions of the Act? In this it was 
argued that a qualified title was no more a slur on the title than 
the ordinary conditions of sale used by vendors were. Who in 
the council would be » if they were familiar with dealings 
with property, to say that an absolute expression upon the certificate 
la the property first, second, or third-class was no more a slur on 
the title than the ordinary conditions of sale? The conditions of sale 
were made very wide and general, so as to include any imperfection. It was 
never contested that there was any slur, but another set of considerations 
would come in when a man’s was labelled as only secondsry in 
title. The observations said there was nothing detrimental about it, and 
that no one would know of it except the owner. He thought this a not 
= worthy suggestion. This was the convincing document of the 
“8 ody wale: Saad oh ‘ ye oa eyancing ht ‘the 
person casually e present cost of conv under the 
scale being £3, the cost for a similar transaction in the would be 
1s. 6d.; but the cost would be at present the £3 and the 1s. 6d. in addition. 
It was not fair to follow a com of this k because it suggested 
that the party could transact matter for himself. They had not all 
the facility that Mr. Shaw-Lefevre had of paneer gpa be ory: own property 
transactions. He had a little property himself, and he should be very 
sorry indeed if he dabbled in any legal matters in connection with it of 
that kind, which required a lifetime of experience and a ie" 4 
He had nover ventured beyond the proper province of a client in su 
matters, and had always been very well content with the result. But Mr. 
Shaw-Lefevre told them he went to the Land Registry and obtained for 
himself the certificate. He wondered if Mr. Shaw-Lefevre introduced 
himself by saying, ‘‘I am a member of Parliament, and I want to see 
the effect of the present F gee of land registry.’’ He could imagine 
that, in the seclusion of office, a man would be very glad to get 
the op ty of distinguishing himself and to render every pos- 
sible facility to a gentleman of the eminence and distinction of Mr. 
Shaw-Lefevre. But that could not occur to everyone, and if people 
generally were bold enough to to conduct a transfer of 
they ht come to .oee hat would be the condition of 
if the whole of London, with its 600,000 houses and enormous 


’ 
came to the registry. Instead of the registrar longing for a job, so to 
, he would immediately and very rightly say, ‘Pam not going 
ve you instructions. You must have your papers properly . 
ere are the instructions, fill them in and see that they are correct.’’ 
That would be the condition of things if the office became crowded. 
But they were told that ample provision would be made for the speedy 
and expeditious transfer of property, two or three days, or at most a 
week, ay J . He thought this was illusory. The co 
had asked for the po i of various bodies. 
but for the guidance of the council ? 
replies against the application of the Act and fourteen for them, though 
the intention was t they should have blessed the Act, ony had 
altogether cursed it. With regard to the of the replies by 
solicitors he knew intimately some of the w 
replies, and he was quite certain that the solicitors representing them 
had no influence whatever in deciding the board as to whether the 
should be affirmato wise. The Auctioneers’ Institute, a 
composed of men whose great desire must be to facilitate the 
land, was opposed to it. A letter had 
Battersea, but although the letter concl 
Act should not be app to London, it did not give any reason w 
should not be so applied. Then again, in the case of St. Pan 
Treason was given, so that no argument was adduced as to why the 
should be applied to London. London was not suitable for the 
tion of the Act. 
try could do so, and the office as 
tious and cheap. Anyone enamoured of the system could go there and 
satisfy himself as to its 
the registry were few in number ; after the illustration given to-day they 
might increase. Let them if they liked and could do the work of the 
family solicitor go there if they pleased. But the of 
pulsory registration to all dealings with would vastly increase 
the cost and in the end be 5 
Lieutenant-Colonel A. Rorro 
highly in favour of the —_< of the Act 
great number hee! going vantages to be 
gentlemen menti , as Sir John Hutton 
who — ——— Ae o ; 
these van! . Hecom compulsion should be brough 
to Sie en no sete aad aii not west to avail themselves of these 
great advantages. That they did not a 
they did not want it. He was not a lawyer, but they were bound to 
the experience of those who had a great deal to do with the transfer of 
and who by their expetiense Rpew. wits the cuystey ee 
thing ornot. Let them take the case 
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to be made compulsory in London a large majority of these societies 
thought it would be a good thing, and were in favour of it, When they 
came carefully to consider all the omen brought before them, they came 
to the conclusion that it would very disadvantageous not only to 
themselves as building societies, but to the poor people who buy small 
properties through their means. So strongly were they of opinion that 
this was the case that he believed he was correct in saying that they were, 
practically speaking, unanimously agreed that it was not advisable to 
apply the Act to London. Surely an argument of that sort should not be 
lost sight of by the council. It was all very well to be carried away by 
the eloquence of Sir Arthur Arnold or of Mr. Shaw-Lefevre, but they had 
@ very serious duty to perform to decide on the common sense view 
whether it was advisable to make it compulsory upon people to do what 
they did not wish, or whether it was better to leave things as they were 
at present. He urged that the experiment should be tried in a smaller 
place where, if the advantages were so very great, unquestionably they 
would all be delighted, and everybody would wish to avail themselves of 
the ey opportunity afforded by the Act. The only object of the 
b societies was to get land transfer made as cheap and as easy 
as possible. He had no shares in building societies. Their opinion, in 
his view, was so strong and so convincing that he hoped the council 
would ~~ before supporting the application of the Act to London. 

Mr. H. L. W. Lawson said the responsibility of the council was both 
less and greater than had been represented. The responsibility lay with 
the Privy Council—that was to say, her Majesty’s Government. It lay 
with the Lord Chancellor, and there was no statesman at the present time 
more careful in the interests of property and the good of his own profes- 
sion. The council was asked whether they were prepared to vote the 
reform. He did not think members were indulging in an unworthy sneer 
when they said that great part of the opposition to-day was interested. 
It was no elur on the directors or shareholders of a railway company if 
they opposed the introduction of a railway into their district. They were 
fighting for their own interests. And if lawyers were chary of losing 
their fees no one could complain. He was not speaking without book. 
He should like to see how the lawyers arrived at the astounding etatement 
that the cost of registration under the new system would be far larger 
than at present. The methods were very simple. Mr. Rubinstein, a very 
able lawyer, had spoken on the subject, and had addressed many letters to 
the papers. He said the-Attorney-General must know he was talking non- 
sense when he said the cost of transfer would be reduced by one-fifth under 
the Land Transfer Act, and he worked out the total. But he had added the 
cost under the Act to the scale charges of the solicitor, and said the total 
cost in the future will be in the two charges combined. Well, they had had 
one example this afternoon. Mr. Shaw-Lefevre had proved the simplicity 
with which the work can be carried out without the intervention of the 
lawyer, and it could be done at the present moment by the great building 
societies and other associations. The building societies pro‘ested against 
the Act, and he thought they proceeded to tell the council that they deal 
with an enormous number of cases in which a transfer was concluded 
within a single day on a simple form. What they did the whole 
community could have the benefit of when the new system had had time to 
work, All he wanted was, that just as the steerer societies did without 
the intervention of a solicitor, so it would be possible in the future in the 
smaller transactions to do without the intervention of the solicitor and the 
charges which Mr. Rubinstein reckoned as forming part of this new tax 
to be put upon the public when they had to concern themselves with the 
transfer of land. Then it was said that all that was offered was a 

ry title, and that they would not get an absolute title. He would 
to ask any member of the county council with small dealings in land 
whether he had more than a possessory title now. Was it not the custom 
to insert a clause waiviog the investigation of title in all emall trans- 
actions? As a rule, investigation of title was done without in all small 
transactions in the great societies, so that all that the purchaser got was a 
possessory title. He contended that the Act would prevent a great deal 
of fraud in connection with mortgages. When the mortgage was 
registered on the cheque, as it had been called which embodied the title, 
it would be a protection to individuals and to the great associations when 
they had to deal with the business they were doing to-day. He believed 
that in time very great eens would be effected, and he quoted an 
instance which had been alluded to that afternoon. He quite admitted 
that the Australian system could not be taken as entirely analogous, 
because it was there applied to a new country with few complications. 
But he referred to the system in Prussia. The system there enabled 
people to deal in land for as many shillings as we had to pay pounds for 
the charges of transfer. There was in that country an old and com- 
licated system of feudal title, more complicated possibly than our own. 
t was swept clean out of the way and a simple system substituted which 
had been eatisfactory. Mr. Bull had said he could not get a deed 
registered, but it was not because of any difficulty in the system, but 
because he could not make the Prussian officials understand the peculiarity 
of trustees in London. In this matter we had a great deal to learn from 
Germany. Lord Farrer had spoken on the question of ships. In that 
case the difficulties of distance almost made up for the difficulties of 
complication in the case of land, and what had been done with such 
eminent success with respect to ships could, he was perfectly persuaded, be 
done in time with land. It would take time. All he asked the council 
was, to pause before it took a step which would tend to delay cheapening 
and making easy the transfer of land in its county. 

Dr. T. B. Narrex protested against the way in which Sir Arthur Arnold 
had put thecase. Hehad told them that Bills dealing with registration of 
title had been introduced by several Governments, and he had inferred, 
therefore, that all these Governments were strongly in favour of registra- 
tion of title, Everybody knew that Bills of this kind were very often 








test the general renee of the community, 
and a very large num of these Bills had avowedly been intro 
duced by successive Chancellors for the purpose of elucidating loc] 
opinion. Parliament bad come to the conclusion that the beg 
manner of dealing with the subject was, that the discussion shculd get 
into the body of the people, and that each county should deal with 
upon its merits, and after receiving the benefit of advice 
various bodies of persons in its juriediction. Therefore, to-day th ] 
were not going to act upon the opinions of great Chancellors or great 
lawyers, but they were determining the matter as advised by varic 
bodies. He felt, speaking as a lawyer, a certain diffidence after the lect 
which had becn read by Sir Arthur Arnold to the first two speakers. Hg 
did not see why lawyers wko had studied the question alittle, and who h 
some feelings about it, should not be heard. He was in favour of registra. 
tion of titlein the abstract, but he did not think it nearly such an impe 
tant thing as it was twenty or thirty years ago in the time of Lord Oair 
Enormous reforms had been effected in conveyancivg. It was perfect 
easy to transfer and convey land in a way which would have be 
astonishing forty years azo. To come in 1898 and quote what was ea) 
in 1862 was to — language which had nothing whatever to do with th 
existing condition of t He could not support the prupositi 
because he believed the effect of these proposals would be, for pro 
more than twenty years, that the cost of land transfer would be consi¢ 
ably increased. It was quite clear that in the present time in t 
majority of instances they would have to pay the solicitor’s fees, and th 
would have to pay the Land Transfer Office fees. But he thought they 
would always have to do so. Let any lawyer take the trouble to rea 
through this Act of 1897. He had never read a more complicated Act 
Parliament. He had never read one which was more likely to give rise 
greater litigation. He should from a mal point of view if the coundl 
were to confirm the Act. He believed that for the next twenty years 
come there would be an enormous amount of work for the lawyers i 
consequence. In his opinion it would never be ble under the Act for 
the parties to doas Mr. Shaw-Lefevre had done—viz , to go into thy 
registry, register the title, and convey the property. Mr, Shaw-Lefern 
was a man of extraordinary intellect. He was a barrister and a man d 
t experience, and it was beside the question to talk of what Mr. Shaw 
fevre would do in the registry, and what the ordinary man in the street 
would do. He asserted without fear of contradiction that supposing, aft 
twenty years, the veyed title could be turned under the Bill into wi 
was called an absolute title, that even eo it would be unsafe for any m 
who was careful with to his property to go into the registry and 
transfer his property without the aid of a lawyer. It wa; only necessary 
to a by the Act you could put upon the register to see that 
would pond: for a man, twenty or thirty years hence, to employ 
lawyer. He believed it would be perfectly possible to introduce a system) 
of registration of title, but before that it would be necessary to simplify 
the way in which English land could be held. He said with great regret 
that he pe, that for the council not to veto the application of the Ad 
would be an injury to those who had to deal with property in land. 
Mr. G. H. Raprorp said that, under the present system, if a man hada 
ee of land he wished to sell he employed a solicitor, who abstracted his 
eeds and perused the title for forty years or so. The purchaser employed 
a solicitor, who also the title for forty years, and the transactia 
was carried through. If the purchaser wanted to mortgage the land# 


introduced that they — 


soon as he had acquired it, he had to go through the same process 

and the mortgagee had to employ a solicitor also, and eventually a mort 
gage was completed. The costs of all these four eolicitors had to be paid 
He did not say they were overpaid, because the work they did was of & 


delicate character and involved responsibility; but he said that thet 
whole industry was absolutely futile and unnecessary, and that it wass 
great waste of money. The object of the Act was to simplify the 
of land, and the principle was that when once a title was investigated 
subject was closed. The fact that it had been proved to be a good 
would be — on record, and it would be unnecessary to go through 
investigation again. The present system was a very heavy tax upon tht 
property owners, a very t grievance, and almost intolerable if people 
were not so docile in the of their solicitors. He could confirm from 
his own experience the remarks made by Mr. Shaw-Lefevre. He hel 
seen transactions of various kinds—mortgages, purchases, and so on= 
carried out under the existing Act. The thing could be done cael 
cheaply, and rapidly. Whether we should ever arrive at a time when 
community had developed such intelligence as was possessed by Mr. Shaw 
Lefevre and be all able to dispense with solicitors he doubted. But eve 
if it was necessary to employ a solicitor, they would be able to e 
him for much less money under the new system. “(here was a very 
midable array of bodies said to be opposed to the measure. There wi 
Lord Portman. He did not know why he was included. Lord Portma 
was the owner of large estates, and his business consisted in pra 
leases which were paid for by the lessee. It was much more im 
for some builder on the verge of bankruptcy to have cheap transla 
than for Lord Portman. Neither did he know why Mr. Rubinstein we 
included as giving weight to the opposition. It would have been 
to get twenty-five solicitors to — the Act. But he asked them ® 
look at the other list. He knew that in one case the solicitor of oned 
these bodies was called by the chairman of the body, and the chairmal 
said, ‘‘ This is a matter more for you than for me, What do you thinko 
it?’? Well, he was against it, and the objection appeared on the pap® 
And that was the history of nearly all theze transactions. There was 
Fie hed’ the. grestect respect for the Tncarporatod Law Society; he 

e had respect for the ra Ww yi 
been a member of it for twenty-five years. It consisted of men of 
integrity, he believed —men who would not sacrifice the 
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interest for their personal Vy eee Lipa by in this 
matter of conveyancing, but if they hada fault it was that they were 
a trifle conservative. There were old men still wey By = would tell 
that there had been no justice in England since Common La’ - 
cedure Act was reformed ; and most ecolicitors admitted to practise before 
the Judicature Act of 1873 would say that it had caused rnin and disaster. 
It was well known on every hand that these law reforms had been of great 
advantage to the people of the country. He did not say the legal opposi- 
tion had any interested or improper motive ; it was simply the o 
of gentlemen who had acquired with great skill the system now pole: ge: 
d who found it impossible to believe that any other system 
tier. Ina matter of this sort they should not give undue weight to the 
Opporition of the Incorporated Law Society. If they did, they would have 
to wait a long time, probably until Doomeday, if they expected to get any 
legal reform with the consent of the Incorporated Law Society. They 
ght, perhaps, as well hope to persuade the cl to abolish religion as 
members of the Incorporated Law Society to submit to oy measure of 
1 reform. This had been the experience of all law He 
ould be very sorry to place Lord Halsbury on the same pedestal with Lord 
ugham or Sir Samuel Romilly, but it was fair to say that he resembled 
em in this, that he had practically the whole 1 ‘ession 
m, end he thought Lord Halsb was en to the sympathy of 
@entlemen on his own side of the House, and to the support of every 
member of the council. A great deal had been made of the 
the building societies, and if there was any opinion he sh desire to 
Gefer to, it would be that of the building societies. The Temperance 
Permanent Building Society had sent a document round which was 
misleading. They sought to say that the transactions under the 
system would be much more costly than present transactions. It was, 
perhaps, not known to members that building societies employed what 
| called a tame solicitor, and, under an arrangement with him, he 
e 


a reduction in the charges on taking a — The building 


societies compared the charges of their tors with 

and added to these sums the cost of registration. That was 

because when the Act was in operation the building societies would muke 

their arrangements with their tame solicitors, and would get at least as 

good terms as now, and probably better, and in a little time the building 

societies would dispense with solicitors altogether and manage their own 

affaire, and there would be a great saving. In his opinion the system 
roposed was simple, easy, and cheap. The experience of the of 
872 had proved that it was practicable and cheap and good. The present 

system was well-nigh intolerable. 

Mr. R. Parker said he was a member of the sub-committee which con- 
sidered the matter, and could bear out what Mr. Radford had said with 
regard to the answers of solicitors. Even the solicitor of the council had 
— unfavourably upon the Act. The reason the committee had 
r) these societies for their opinions was because they wanted as much 
information as ble, but these replies had been very well answered by 
the Middlesex d Regis He believed registration would be a good 
thing for the people of London generally. 

Mr. E. Bonp, M.P., said he had been for some time lecturer on convey- 
aucing at the Incorporated Law Society, and he therefore knew something 
about conveyancing. He had also been for a number of years chairman 
of one of those land societies which bought land wholesale and sold it 
retail, and he was perfectly familiar with the 
the kind. The title was accepted by the and the and 
trouble of meg pe: were red toa minimum. He 
the conclusion that it was extremely undesirable that the council should 
op the application of the Act. He thought it was Colonel Rotton’s 
opinion that if the Act came into operation everybody within the district 
would be compelled to put his land upon the register. That was a pure 
misapprehension. The compulsion came in when a transfer took i 
If a man sold his land, then the man who bought would be at the risk of 
certain inconveniences 4 = did 3. 3 his land on Joped 
was suggested that a solicitor wo ve to be em: 
expense would be increased. He did not conceive if the Act 
operation that the solicitors’ charges could be maintained at their presen 
rate, and if the solicitor had to be employed there must be a great reduc- 
tion of his fees and of the expense of 
decided that the Act should be tried, an 
London was the right place. It a 
reason that there already existed this land regis 
to deal with registration of title under the Act of 1872. They knew the 
whole machinery, and, moreover, they knew ap) about how 
many purchase-deeds would come into the office in a giv 
they said that if the process was introduced gradually, and 
of the county of London dealt with at one time, they would 
cope with the deeds likely to be brought in. An objection had been made 
that owing to the large number of pro and the extensive sub- 
divisions there would be so much business that it could not be dealt with. 
He found the answer of the Land Reg upon that t to be abun- 
dantly satisfactory. He did not think the council ought to stand in the 
way of the experiment being tried. 

Mr. W. H. Dicxtson eaid the council were bound to discuss the matter 
carefully, as the result would be most important to the population of 
London. There were = goog members of Her Majesty’s Government, and 
yet the discussion had been carried on chiefly by members of the Pro- 
gressive party, with only one Moderate speaking in favour of carrying the 
Act into execution. The council ought to have been assisted by the noble 
lord (Onslow) who was a member Government. He appealed to 
ioe So gait ap The Cran, ney hal uot Sere 6 wate See any mem- 

represen e@ party w protested against 
the Act At this mesting four Moderates had spoken for the Act and two 
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against it. It therefore, not a party question, and had not been dis- 
Seal ie theh ona The matter ought te 


4 
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evidence against it. 
Here there were loud cries of ‘‘ Onslow,” but Lord Onslow did not 


. H. P. Hazats said he intended to vote against the veto, because it 
seemed to him that Parliament had that it was desirable that 


system his instinct had been 
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The motion was put and negati 

A division was called for, 
motion, 35; against, 72. 

The Vice-Cuamman then 
that the London Ooun 


= 


Artur ARNOLD observed that if 
practically the whole of the letter, and proposed to leave out all the words 
after the word ‘‘ effect,” and to 
clerk of the Privy Council of the 18th of January, 
not alter the sense of the 

The motion as altered was agreed t9. 

The resolution as adopted in its altered form would, therefore, read as 
follows: ‘‘ That the Privy Council be informed 
Council relies on the order 
London being so framed that it shall 
the letter from the clerk of the Privy Council of the 18th of 
1898." This letter is quoted above. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

The foll is the of the L Procedure Committee on 
Baten wm Baty Gmsoral eeneil ee the Bar as to the conduct of 
civil business in the Queen’s Bench Division. Adopted by the Council, 
the 21st of January, 1898 : 

The committee have had under their consideration the letter from the 
ee, which was 

, 1897, and 
civil business in 
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As to No. 1.—They agree that it is necessary that a number of courts 
adequate to deal with the concentration of business in London should sit 
continuously throughout the legal year, but they are not prepared to say 
what this number should be. They are convinced that there always is 
and must be increasing business in London, and that it is essential that 
adequate measures should be taken to cope with such increase. 

As to No. 2.—They «trongly support the conclusion that arrangements 
should be made for the grouping of actions of a similar character in suit- 
able lists, but they desire to add that, in their opinion, no reform will be 
satisfactory which does not radically attack the difficulties which at pre- 
gent hamper all parties toa cause. Among these difficulties they wish to 

y particular stress on the delay and uncertainty as to the date of the 
hearing, and further, on the uncertainty as to the court in which, and es 
to the judge before whom, any cause will be tried. In connection with 
this subject, the committee desire to refer to the report of the joint com- 
mittee of the bar and of this society, dated June, 1888, and to the report 
dated the 27th of July, 1888, of the deputation to the judges thereon. 
These reports will be found to contain important recommendations as to 
the division and grouping of caures, arrangements for the dispatch of busi- 
ness during each sittings, the establishment of a special list for com- 
mercial causes, ard other similar matters. Many of these recommenda- 
tions have since been adopted, and your committee consider that the sug- 
gestions now made are an extension of those former recommendations 
following the same lines. 

As to No. 3.—They consider that there should be an entire revision of 
the circuit system, but they agree that, so long as the present circuit 
system continues, an addition to the number of the judges of the Queen’s 
Bench Division is imperatively required. 

As to No. 4.—They consider that the appointment of commissioners to 
go on circuit is undesirable, and is, therefore, an unsatisfactory way of 
meeting the present difficulty. 

Your committee submit the following suggestions: 1. That an official 
with practical experience of litigation should be appointed of the rank of 
a Master «f the Supreme Court, who might be called ‘‘ The Master of the 
Lists.’’ It should be the duty of this master to arrange the cause lists of 
the Queen’s Bench Division, under the direction of the Lord Chief Justice 
The committee point out that a recommendation of this kind is contained 
in the report of the joint committee, to which reference has already been 


e. 

2. That this master should arrange the cause lists in groups, after con- 
sultation with the solicitors of the parties, keeping, so far as possible, 
causes of a like character in the same group; and it should be afterwards 
the duty of solicitors to communicate with the master as to developments 
occurring in the conduct of any caure such as settlement or adjournment 
by coneent of parties, or the prospect of an extensive demand on the time 
of the court. 

3. That each of these groups of causes should be assigned to a separate 
rota of judges of the Queen’s Bench Division selected for each sittings 
only, so that the work of each of the judges of that division would, during 
each sittings, be directly connected with one or more of the groups into 
which the causes had been thus divided. 

4. That particulars court rooms should be fixed in which the trials of 
each of such groups of causes should be conducted before one or other of 
the judges appointed on the rota for thatgroup. By this means tbe court 
rooms in which actions of any particular kind were to be tried would be 
known beforehand, and the regular attendance of counsel would be 
secured, as is at present the case in the Chancery and Probate Divisions, 
but without the disadvantage of counsel continuously practising before 
the same judge. 

5. That Divisional Courts should be altogether abolished. 


LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST SOCIETY (LIMITED). 


Tue tenth annual general meeting of the Law Guarantee and Trust Society, 
Limited, was held at the offices of the society, 49, Chancery-lane, on Wed- 
nesday, Mr. Jobn Hunter (chairman) presiding. 

The report stated that during the year £79,691 15s, 6d. had been received 
for premiums, fees as trustees, and commission, which, after allowing 
£16,922 1s, 10d. for re-assurances, left £62,769 13s. 8d. ‘The percentage of 
managing expenses was 30°97. In the last annual statement the reserve for 
claims in suspense and for rebates stood at £18,591 15s. 9d. This, by pay- 
ment of claims and by reba‘es, had been reduced during the year to 
£14,505 17s. 2d. The directors had carried £10,146 7s. 2d. from revenve to 
this reserve, which now stood at £24,652 2s.4d. The sum of £15,000 had 
also been added to the General Reserve Fund, which now stood at £79,000. 
The balance was £11,378 1s. 8d. From this £2,000 was paid as interim 
dividend for the half year ending June 30th, and the directors recommended 
that a further dividend of £4,000 should be paid in respegt of the half year 
ending December 31st, 1£97, free of income-tax, making the dividend for the 
year 6 ag cent. perannum. This would leave £5,378 1s. 8d. to be carried 
forward. The item of “ Properties in Hand” was increased by the expendi- 
ture on the old site of Her Majesty’s Theatre, which the society took over 
two years ago. Since the last year’s report Mr. Beerbohm Tree had opened 
Her Majesty’s Theatre on part of the site, and the Carlton Hotel—now in 
course of erection on the remainder of the site—would be shortly roofed in. 
The directors had entered into contracts by which other substantial parties 
would ‘complete, decorate, furnish and equip the hotel. They anticipated 
that before the next annual meeting this property will have been advan- 
es disposed of. 

r. T. R. Ronatp (general manager and secretary) having read the 
notice convening the meeting, 

The Cuarrman, in moving the adoption of the report, said he thought he 
might well congratulate not only the shareholders, but also the assured in 





the Society on the amount of business the society had done during the year, 
and in the stability and usefulness of the society. The result of the yeag 
1897 was contained in the revenue account. On the credit side thar: 
appeared the item of premiums. Last year the premiums and commissions 
together amounted to £66,000. This year the items had been separated, ang 
they were £9,000 more than last year, and of that nearly £3,000 way 
under the head of commissions, which was pure profit to the society and did 
not involve it in any risk. For that reason it had been separated from the 
item premiums. They were earned chiefly by placing debentures and other 
securities which were guaranteed by the society, and for which they found 
a very considerable demand amongst their connections and friends in the 
profession. The item “ Fees as Trustees” was now £4,213, against £3,800 
last year. The trusteeships imposed a certain amount of trouble upon the 
directors and staff of the society, but practically they entailed no responsi- 
bility, and that was a very satisfactory item to find increasing. They 
consisted principally of trusteeships for debenture holders and issues of that 
description, but the society was obtaining a considerable amount of private 
trusteeships. The difficulty in connection with business of that class 
hitherto had been the impossibility of getting paid for it in existing trusts, 
but there was now a scheme under the Judicial Trustee Act of last year 
by which a trustee appointed under an old trust, might, if appointed by 
the court, be appointed on terms which would involve a proper remuneration 
for his services, and the society was quite willing to accept such appoint. 
ment coupled with the remuneration which the ccurt would provide. He 
thought it very probable that in that direction the society would before 
long obtain a considerable increase of income under that head. The 
reinsurances were £16,922 1s. 10d.; last year they were £16,500, and 
the net amount of the society’s earnings was £62,700 as against 
£53,900, showing an increase of £9,000. The interest on investments, 
which included rents on property on hand, amounted to £5,900, being an 
increase of £1,500 on last year, and that notwithstanding the very lar, 
unproductive asset, the site of Her Majesty’s Theatre. On the other si 
of the account were “Olaims (including sums written off bank deposits 
and properties in hand during 1897)” £17,000, as against £19,000 odd 
last year. ‘The expenses of the management, including commission, 
advertising, law charges, directors’ and auditors’ fees, and income tax 
were 30°97 per cent. upon the income. Last year they were 35:27 per 
cent. To cut the expenses down to 31 per cent. was a feat not accomplished 
by many fire insurance or other societies which had to look for perpetual 
competition in their endeavour to keep up their premium income. Whether 
that could be kept up for the future time would show. He would not be 
much surprised if the expenses went up to something like 35 per cent.,a 
rate with which fire insurance offices were very well satisfied. ‘The society 
had carried £10,000 to the credit of reserve, that was, claims in sight for 
which last year they had a provision of £18,000, and now, carrying the 
£10,000 to reserve, they had £24,000; so that, of that £18,090, something 
under £5,000 had been actually required. It showed, at all events, 
that the direstors made a liberal provision for possible claims, 
They had carried £15,000 to the general reserve this year, as 
against £5,000 last year, and the directors recommended that the 
dividend should be made up to 6 per cent. for the year instead of 5 
per cent. as it was last year, which meant that they would be able to 
carry £5,378 forward for next year, corresponding almost exactly with the 
sum carried forward last year—£5,359. The history of the society during 
the last ten years was recorded in the balance-sheets. On the credit side 
were the investments — in the names of the trustees, who, he was 
sorry to say, had been reduced by the deaths of Sir Edward Kay and Baron 
Pollock. These investments remained at the figures which they originally 
cost. But he understood that at present es they would realise nearly 
£8,000 in excess of the £110,000 there stated. “ Australian Banks,’’ which 
item was the severe:t storm the scciety had had to weather represented only 
£9,500 as assets, whilst last year they represented £11,600. They had now 
come down to a sum which the directors believed to be quite certain to be 
realised ; but whether realised or not it was so moderate a sum that it would 
have no effect upon the business of the society: The ‘ Properties in Hand” 
now stood at £262,000 gross, less the mortgages on them, £170,000, a balance 
in favour of the society of £92,000. ‘That, of course, was an item which the 
directors would be very pleased to see diminish, and which they had every 
reason to hope before this time next year would be very substanti 
diminished. Of the gross £262,000, certainly three-fifths was represe 

by the site of Her Majesty’s Theatre. Upon that the shareholders knew 
very well the society had guaranteed the amount of £120,000 at the time 
the ground had no building upon it at all. When the question came on 
two or three years ago it was a question of losing £120,000 or determini 
to build themselves, because the Crown authorities, to whom the freeh 
belonged, said if they were to extend the time of building they must have 
some definite person by whom the building would be put up. A great 
deal of consideration at the Board resulted in the directors makiog 
up their minds to carry out the covenant. That was communicated to the 
shareholders two years ago. They were very os tage approaching the 
completion of the part of the business they undertook, and within three or 
four months, probably, they would be in a position to ask the Crown to 
grant them, or their nominee, the lease, to obtain which required a 
liminary expenditure of £150,000, or something of that sort. When t 
got the lease the probability was that the property would be sold before 
long; at all events, the society would then have a valuable property to sell, 
instead of what it had three years ago—a very heavy burden to get rid of. 
The Government required, re they would give the society an extension 
of time, a cash deposit of £25,000 as a guarantee that the building would 
be put up. Before the 3ist of December they returned £20,000, and the 
progress since made had justified them in returning the further £5,000, 
which the directors received a few days ago. On the other side of the 
account was the bank loan—£14,000. Last year it was £22,000. The 
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« General Reserve ’ was £70,000, as inst £55,000. The “ Reserve of 
Claims” was £24,000, as against £18,000, The “Revenue Account” was 
£9,378, as against £8,359—rather more than £1,000 more than last year. 
A dividend of 6 per cent., free of income tax, such as was proposed, was 
really £6 4s. or £6 4s.6d. They now had over £70,000 income. e society 
had paid claims or taken over securities which they had guaranteed to the 
amount of more than half a million; eo that he thought not only the 
shareholders might be well satisfied with the pro the society, but 
those who had done business with it might feel that the society had filled a 
place in which its utility had been very conspicuous, and of very great 
advantage to those who had dealt with it. 

The Vice-Cuarman (Mr, R. Pennington) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Peaxe said he was a little disappointed with regard to the site of Her 
Majesty’s Theatre. There had been a report that the property would be 
sold, and he was in hopes the chairman would have told them that a contract 
had been entered into to this effect. He was very much disappointed that 
the expectations seemed simply a hope. He asked how matters exactly 


Mr. H. R. Wuirs asked what the society received for the Jubilee seate. 

The CHarRMAN said the site was in the possession of the contractor at the 
time of the Jubilee procession, and the Board made an arrangement with 
him by which he was to get the profit of letting the seats, and the society 
was to get the benefit of a sum which was upon as against the contract 
for putting up the building. As to Her Majesty’s Theatre, the Board had 
been in negotiation with several people, and they thought it was not fair to 
make public what had taken place. This time last year the society stood in 
the position of having signed a contract to put the roof on the building at a 
cost of something over £100,000. To-day the board were within two storeys 
of getting the roof on. They had paid about half the amount to be paid 
under the contract, and they saw no difficulty in providing the other half 
when the work was done. The remaining work that would have to be done 
after the society had obtained the lease was the subject of an arrangement 
between the Board and other people. As to the terms of that, he did not 
feel himself at liberty to divulge them to-day; but he might say that they 
involved the society in but small pecuniary liability, and that there need be 
no cause whatever for anxiety on the part of the shareholders. He said, 
with every confidence, that before this time next year he had very little 
doubt indeed the society would have got rid of this asset from their books, 
and at a price which would be very satisfactory to everybody concerned. 

The report was adopted, and a dividend declared, sees the dividend for 
the year 6 per cent. free of income tax. 

On the motion of the Cuarrman, seconded by the Vice-CHarrman, the 
retiring directors—Mr. E. J. Bristow, Mr. J. E, Gray Hill, and Sir Joseph 
Sebag Montefiore—were re-elected. 

Messrs. Deloitte, Dever, Griffiths, & Co. were re-elected auditors. 

Mr. Rvstystrem proposed a vote of thanks to the chairman and Boa 
and the general mavager and staff. Everyone present must be convinc 
that this was a most satisfactory report, and far in advance of anything the 
shareholders had anticipated. ‘The chairman had made an observation that 
the society had been very heavily hit by the Australian banks ; personally 
he (Mr. Rubinstein) thought the banks had proved a great advantage, be- 
cause it had given people a confidence in the society they would not 
otherwise have had. The banks had brought about the collapse of other 
institutions but the society had borne the shock, which was the greatest 

sible proof of its strength. With regard to the Haymarket site, he 

ppened to know something more than the ordinary shareholder, and he 
was satisfied that when the whole thing was worked out no loss whatever 
wovld ke thrown upon the funds of the society. The directors deserved 
every possible credit for the masterly way in which they had dealt with 
that and other matters in connection with the society. 

Mr. Water Asuton seconded the motion, which was carried, and 

The CuatrMn briefly responded. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Feb. 14.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair.—The subject of debate, 
“That the existing prison system is urgently in need of reform,’’ was 
moved by Mr. G. C. Ives. Mr. John O’Connor, ex-M.P., spoke to the 
motion, and the following members also spoke: Mr. Kains-Jackson, Mr. 
P. H. Edwards, Mr. A. W. Marks, Mr. Neville Tebbutt, Mr. Sells, Mr. 
Hubbard, and Mr. Forster-Boulton. Mr. Ives replied, and the motion 
was carried by four votes. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orver or Court. 
Monday, the 7th day of February, 1898. 

I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
he transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 

SCHEDULE 


Mr. Justice Kexewicn (1897—H.—No. 3,356). 
In re Hubbard & Company, Limited James Martyr Hubbard v Hubbard 
& Company, Limited. Hatssvry, C. 








A petition has been circulated among the members of the Inner and 
Middle Temple addreseed to the treasurers and masters of the bench of 
those inns, suggesting that an arrangement should be made for service to 
be held in the Temple Church on one day in each week during Lent at 5 
im. The petition has been very largely signed; the first name on the 
ist of signatures being that of Sir Richard Webster. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Cuartes Annotp Wurrz, barrister-at-law, of the Taner reg 
has been appointed Advocate-General of Madras, in succession to the late 
Mr. James Henry Spring-Branson. Mr. White was educated at New 
College, Oxford, and was called to the bar in 1883. He was one of the 
editors of several editions of Wilson’s Practice of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature and is a joint-editor of the Yearly County Court Practice. 


Mr. Francis Wriu1am Lows, solicitor, of B has been 
returned unopposed as Member of Parliament for the Division 
of Birmingham. Mr. Lowe is a sonof Mr. William Lowe, who was also a 
solicitor of Birmingham. He was educated at King Edward’s Grammar 
School, and matriculated at London University in 1871. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1876, and joined his father in business, and is now 
head of the firm of Lowe & Jolly. 


GENERAL. 


The House of Lords recommenced its sittings for judicial business on 
the 10th inst. Their list contains 17 cases, of which 11 are from Scotland. 


The Globe says that on Tuesday a litigant, when told he might sue in 
forma pauperis, asked ‘‘ In where, sir?’’ 

Sir Albert Rollit, on the 11th inst., introduced a Bill to provide for the 
admission of solicitors of courts of British possessions to the Supreme 
Courts in the United Kingdom. 


The members of the bar practising in the Admiralty Court have decided 
to present Mr. Justice Phillimore with a piece of plate in commemoration 
of his recent elevation to the Bench. 


On the 10th inst., in the House of Lords, the Earl of Dadley presented 

a Bill for the amendment of the Companies Acts, and the Lord Chancellor 

resented a Bill to amend the law of evidence in criminal cases. The 
ills were read a first time. 


The members of the Western Circuit will entertain Mr. Justice Philli- 
more at a complimentary dinner, in celebration of his recent elevation to 
the bench, at the Hotel Métropole, on Wednesday, the 16th of March. 
Mr. Bucknill, Q.C., M.P., the leader of the circuit, will preside. 


In arguing a point before a e of the Supreme Oourt s the 
Quit lee A Ghee hae tho monies cheat’ in Herta 
Carolina, laid down a very doubtful proposition of law. The judge looked 
at him for a moment and queried: ‘Colonel Folk, do you think this is 
law!’? The colonel graceful bowed and replied: “ our com 
me to say that I do not, but I did not know how it would strike your 
honour.’’ The judge deliberated a few minutes and gravely said: *‘ That 
may not be contempt of court, but it is a close shave.’’ 


The Paris correspondent of the Daily Telegraph says that a humorous 
incident occurred on Wednesday in the second Court of Assize, which 
was opened in order to deal with the cases delayed by the length of the 
Zola trial. No members of the public putting in an appearance, the 
president, M. Poupardin, sent to some of the persons awaiting admis- 
sion to the Zola trial to enter his court, in order that the proceedings might 
be in conformity with the law. None, however, would risk the possible 
chance of failing to secure a in M. Delegorgue’s court, and in the 
end, to constitute the needed public, police officers in plain clothes were 
ordered into M. Poupardin’s court. 


In the House of Commons, on the 10th inst., Mr. Lloyd Morgan asked 
the Secretary for the Home Department whether his attention had been 
called to the judgment delivered by the Lord Chief Justice of England in 
the case of Reg. v. Charles Rose, in which his lordship referred to ques- 
tion of magistrates not ting bail; and whether he would take steps 
to bring his lordship’s remarks before the benches of 


trates in this 
country. Sir M. W. Ridley said : Yes, sir, I have read j t to 
which the hon. member refers, and most full with views 


expressed by the Lord Chief Justice as principles which 
should determine the question of allowing bail. They are, in fact, the 
views to which the Home Office has often given expression. In a circuiar 
issued not very long ago to justices they were urged, in ques- 
tions concerning bail, to keep in view the importance of not im any 

risonment on an untried prisoner beyond what is absolutely necessary 


to secure his attendance at the trial. Ev ing that can be by the 
Home Office to oe these views on has, as I think the hon. 
member will see, already been done. 

In the House of Commons on Monday Mr. asked the Attorney- 


General whether, in view of the pledge given to the House on the 4th of 
August last that no step should be taken before the Ist of January, 1898, 
towards putting the provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, into force 


with the express purpose of gi the right to ent its operation in 
any county to the coun pel iy be ete in next, the Govern- 
ment would un top wolies given om the 80h of Revones at 


to the London County Council should not be acted upon. 
General said: I am ee ee friend has — 
correspondence with the Lord , and that the Lord 

has informed him that, inthe Lord Chancellor’s  apcone there is ee | 
in the action of the Privy Council inconsistent w: I 

last Session. I certainly had no ae = 
the new, more than to the old, count; 

the hon. member is not possible, but T sepent that which the 
cellor has already told the hon. member, that the Privy Council would 
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give most careful consideration to any representation made by the county 
council within three months from the Ist of January, 1898. Mr. Gedge 
said when avy presented he would bring this matter to the atten- 
tion of the House. 


On Saturday, at the Lewes Assizes, Mr. Justice Grantham, in the 
course of his charge to the grand jury, said that he wished to refer to 
one matter that had been mentioned in the Queen’s Speech, and formed 
the subject of much controversy—namely, the pro 
prisoners the right of giving evidence in their own behalf. No doubt the 

reader thought that a criminal trial was a very one- 

, in which the prosecution had the advantage of doing all the 
while the mouth of the unfortunate prisoner was shut, so as to 
his having a fair opportunity of putting his case before the jury. 
was an entirely erroneous view. By statute the committing magis- 
were bound to give a prisoner the opportunity of making his state- 
which at the trial was read to the jury. In his e ce, if the 
statement were a true one, the prisoner was invariably acquitted. In his 
judicial experience, and previously as chairman of quarter sessions, he 

known of only one man being convicted whom he believed to be 
innocent, and that was in a case where the er had the opportunity of 
giving evidence. The prisoner, however, chore to tell a number of obvious 
le lies, with the result that the jury who tried the case did not 
believe his evidence. The prisoner was, however, subsequently released 
by the authorities, owing to certain facts as to the cate having come to 
light. He did not believe that anyone was ever convicted unjustly for 
want of an opportunity of giving evidence, nor that an innocent man 
would be the more likely to be acquitted if he had the right to give evi- 
dence in his own behalf. As the law now stood, juries always gave a 
prisoner the benefit of any doubt they might feel as to his guilt, but once 
afford priseners the right of giving evidence, juries would lose their sense 
of responsibility, and would treat criminal cases as though they were civil 
actions, and, instead of the onus of proof being on the prosecution, the 
prieconer would have to establish his innocence. In his judgment the 
ving of evidence by a prisoner would be far more prejudicial tc the 

t than to the guilty. 


a 


if 


E 





At the auction held at the Mart on Tuesday, Mr. Joceph Stower, of 43, 
Chancery-lane, dispored of all the Leasehold Properties offered, situate at 
Kilburn, Wandsworth-common, Brixton, and Walham-green. The Free- 
hold Residence, No. 1, The Clore, Croydon, was not sold, and may now 
be negotiated for privately. Mr. John Jobson and Messrs. S. Hughes & 
Sons were the solicitors. 





Waanixe to inrenptxo Hover Purcuasers anp Lessres.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. 
particulars. 


Carter 
Fee quoted on receipt of full 
(Established 21 years.)—[Apvr. ] 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoisrrars tx ATTENDANCE ON 


Aprgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Norra. Streiixe. 
Mr. Farmer Mr. Beal Mr. Rolt 
i Leach Godf. 
Farmer Beal Rolt 
King Leach Godfrey 
Farmer Beal Rolt 
Leach Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn. Rouen. Brrye. 
Mr. Jackson Mr. Pemberton Mr. Pugh 
Carrington Ward Lavie 
Jackson Pemberton Pugh 
Carrington ard Lavie 
Jackson Pemberton Pugh 
Carrington ard Lavie 











THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 22.—Merers. W. W. Reap & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground-rent of 
£200 per annum, recured upon imposing busin premises in Lombard 
with reversion to rack-rental in 36 years of the nt rental value of £1,125 per 

. Solicitors, Messrs. Wood, Bigg, & Nash, . (See advertisement, Feb 


annum 
5, p. 4.) 
Feb. + Doveras Yousa & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., three Freehold 
Residences Balham ; let at £30. Solicitor, W. R. J. Hickman, Esq., London ; 
Freel secured upon 19 houses at 
. J. N. Mason & Co., London; 
House at Barnes, with sixteen rooms, let at £40 per annum ; seven 
Freehold Houses at Penge, producing nearly £160 per annum; Freehold Residence 
at let at £25 per annum. (Bos abvertinensen! . Feb. 12, p. 2. 
Feb. 24.— J. A. & W. Tuanrp, at the Mart, at 2p.m., Shares Debentures in the 
See cepenias « O ercial Gas, Clacton-on-Sea Gas and Water, West Ham 
Gas, Patent Stone, Swan & Edgar, Maple & Co., Pavilion Theatre; Lea 
] —, and Walthamstow Tramways ; General Omnibus, London 
] » National Safe Deposit, East London Railway, Belle Steamers, / 
and Jehanais. _ (See aivertisement, this week, p. 9. 
Feb. 26.—Mesers. Hewny Cuaruax & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground- 
rent of £300 per annum, secured upon residential flats in Sou 
rack-rents are nearly £1,500, Solicitors, Messrs. Willett & Sandford, London; also 





to £72 per ——e" 














the Short Lease of 49, Jermyn-street, producing £210 per ann’ 
Rutter & Marchant, of London. (Sce advertisement, Feb. 12, p. 
Feb. 25.—Messres. Garew Gow, at the Mart, at? pm. fa pate 


8.) 
|d Dwelling-houses at 
Blackheath, let at £547 per annum. essrs. Maude & Tunnicliffe, 
eS ea ans Po eg age 3 
rent oi annum, secured upon in Brixton. icitor, H. C. Morris, 
ies. Lenten. (ies advectioenatin tei'eock p. 2.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 


At Messrs. H. E. Foster & Craxrie.p’s Auction, at the Mart, E.C , on Wed. 
a y last, the f ing p es were of: No. 6, Shafi -villas, 
Allen-street, og a Private Residence, with Builder’s Workshops 
in the rear; £750. Stoke Newington, 60, Feirholt-road, a Leasehold i of 
= —_ value of £45, with pomenten ea! for i 4 oe old — —a 

. per ann upon Nos. , 9, and il, -mews, Ki park. 
road, Kilburn ; sold for £350. 


Reversion, Lirz Pouicy, axp Iysurance Sunes. 
Mesers. H. E. Foster & Crarrizip held their usual fortnightly sale of the above 


Interests at the Mart, E.C.,on Th y last, when a total of £10,195 was realized, 
among the Lots sold being the following : 
REVERSION : £ 
Absolute to one-third of £29,000; life54.... .. Bold 5,059 
POLICY OF ASSURANCE : 
For £5,000 ; life 79 - eon inte a ses on oe .- wo» er 
ees AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE ASSOCIA- 
Twenty Shares of £50 each (£2 10s.paid).. .. 0 ee? -s pa 495 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie,—Faivay, Feb. 11, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep rm Caawomey. 


AYLEsBuRY anpb Disteict Hore: Co, Limiren—Creditors are required, on or before March 
29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Henry Birch, Thame, Oxon, solor 

Country Civus, Liurrep (Horsham)—Creditors are required, on or before March 22, to 

their names and ad and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Herbert Smith, 42, North st, Hi 

Cromprox-Howgit Execrricat Srorace Co, Liuirep (1x Liquipatiox)—Creditors are 
required, on or before ch 25, to send their names addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Robert H. Marsh, Ethelburga House, Bishopsgate st Within 

Eprprxa Natura, Miyerat Warer Co, Liurrep-Creditors are required, on or before 
March 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Arthur Burrell, 50, Carter st, Lorrimore sq. Hicks & Co, 13, Old Jewry chbrs, 
solors for liquidator 

Hor Wares Surrty Sywpicate, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 12, 
to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Lawrence Robert Dicksee, 48, Copthall avenue 

Natiovat Company ror tar Distareution or Exvscraicity sy Seconpary Generators, 


Liurrep (1s Liqguipation) —Creditors are required, on or before Tuesday, March 15, to 
send their names and addresses, and culars of their debts or claims, to J H 
Thornton, 2, Warwick st, Regent st 


Pereirite, Limirep OgretwaL SyxpicaTE, 1NCORPORATED 1835) (1v Votuntary Liquipa- 
Tion)—Creditors are required, on or before March 15, to send their names 
eee, ont the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry E Warner, 21, Great 

in r 


RocernenaM Rattway ano JaneanpALe Tiuser Co, (autren, or Mecsovaye, Vicrorta 
(1x LiguipatTioy)— are required, on or before Feb 19, to send their names 
a adi a and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Whittingham, 4, 


Witsow Matt Heatixa axp Hor Arr Co, Limtrep -Creditors are required, on or before 
March 14, to send their names and and the particulars of their debts or 
ims, Mr Harold Mather, 10, Acresfield, Bolton. Dutton, Bolton, solor te 
liquidator 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Feb. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep m CHancery- 


Aws.iestpe District Gas anp Water Co, Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 4, to their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr. Thomas Mackereth, Ambleside. Bolton & Bolton, Kendal, solors to liquidator 

ARMADALE Gotp Mrxixa Co, Liurrep—Peta for up, presented Feb 14, 
to be heard on Feb 23. Huxham & Rawlinson, 42, ‘ord row, solors for petner, 
Notice < «+e must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Feb 22 

Asiatic Propuce Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, to” send 
their names and ad , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H Chap- 
man, 25, Abchurch lane. Harwood & Lombard st, solors to liqui r 

Boveit, Liurrep (OLp Company, 1xcoRPoRATED 2xp Marcu, 1889)—Creditors are re 
quired, on or before March 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to John Lawson Johnston, William Brander, and Andrew 
Walker, 30, Farringdon st : f 

BrowsFigLp GuiLp epy Society Comsar)— Coates are required, on or before 
April 5, to send their names and , and the particulars of their debts, to 

les Ernest ock, Hanley. Paddock & Sons, Hanley, solors for liquidators 

Execraroat Taarric Syxpicate, Larep (1x Liguipatiox)—Creditors are required, on 
or before March 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Maurice Jenks, 6, Old Jewry : 

Mereorouitan Towse Construction Co, Limirep (ix Ligurpatioy) — Creditors are 
required, on or before March 30, to send their names and ad and the 
of debts or clai to Mr Edwin Waterhouse, 44, Gresham st. Samuelson, 57, 
New Broad st, solor to liquidator ; 

Mouyt Hersvury Gotp Mixz, Luarsp—Creditors are required, on or before March 15, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, te 

Mr John Whittaker, 1, 8t Helen’s place. Travers Smith & Co, 4, Throgmorton avenue, 

solors 


OgrentTat Patace or Varieties, Liurrep—Creditors are wogieate on or before Mareh 
send names and and the i of their debts or claims, to 
y 44, Lombard st. Gibbs & Co, 4, eap, solors to liquidators 
Rawp Coxsors, Liurrep (rv Liquipatios)—Creditors are req , on or before 
, to eir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Lumley Ellis, 145 and 149, Winchester House, Old Broad st. Maxwell, Bishops 
st Within, solor to liquidator ? ' 
Sexecat 8 Sywvicate, Lourep (1s _Liquipation)—Creditors a-e required, on or before 
March their and 


28, to send names particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Charles Laff, 11, Old Broad st. Burn & idge, Old Broad st, solors to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Bury Cioccers’ Fareypty Society, Commercial Inn, 8 st, Bury, Lancaster. Feb? 
WaAtsaut Woop New Bexerir Socizty, Red Lion Inn, ll Wood, Stafford, Feb? 


um. Solicitors, Messin, 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gasette.—Tvuszsvay, Feb. 1. 


o. , Shipton House Farm, near Market Wei 
wwe’ Tigare Manure Co. v Johnson, Kekewich, J. 


Tuomas, St Alban’s mansns, Kensington ct gdns, Builder. 
7", Stirling, J. Ward, King st, Cheapside 


York, Farmer. Marci 
Beverley 


March 1. Ransom v 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette—Turspay, Feb. 8. 

Anusrzoxe, Mancaret, Carlisle March 8 Sewell, Carlisle 
Ban71eLv, Emma Any, Leicester March 19 Owston & Co, Leicester 
Banyes, James, Northfield, Worcester March 14 Harper, Birmingham 
Barnet, Cuances, Ipswich March7 Kersey, Ipswich 
Baay, Joseru, North Walsham, Norfork, Clerk March 1 Wilkinson, North Walsham 
Burass, Stastey, Liverpool March 15 Payne & Frodsham, Liverpool 
Bovaye, James, Stoke, Devon March 29 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 
Bovase, Janz, Stoke, Devonport March 29 Hooker & Co, Plymouth 
Bsooxixe, Nicnovas, Southampton March 19 Butler, Mark lane 
Bout, Ayxz, South Kensington March 26 Rimer, Quality ct, Chancery lane 
Busuert, Georce Lort, Narbeth, Pembroke, Maltster March 9 Roberts, Narberth 
Cocuraxe, Sanan, Bloomsbury st, Bedford sq March20 Kinsey & Co, Bloom bary pl 
Covsixs, Joun Jawes, Leeds March 12 Cousins & Cousins, Leeds 
Doxovax, Exizanetu Groratana, Gargrave, York March 12 Wright & Co, Skipton 


Ganpigzs, Hera Lrxapoou, Richmond Park, Surrey, General March23 Rhodes & 


Son, Skinners’ Hall, 

Gay.eanp, ALraep Tomas, Feb 25 Deas, Gt Russell st 

Haion, BexJaurx, Halifax, Cab Proprietor March 26 Longbotham & Sons, Halifax 
Jexxs, Hewny, Stoke on Trent March 12 Cooper & Co, Newcastle, Staffs 

Janxs, Saran, Stoke on Trent March 12 Cooper & Co, Newcastle, Staffs 

Kenuszy, Cuantorre, Ipswich March? Kersey, Ipswich 

Lamezrt, Saran, Sowerby, York Feb 28 Noble, York 

Lixcey, Sanau, Islington, March 11 Coventon, Gray’s inn sq 

Masrasssn, Gocacs Jocars, Achetent, Gumny March 10 Blyth & Co, Gresham hous e, 
Mewpoga, Isaac Percy, Croydon March 22 Wild & Wild, Lawrence lane 

Morrox, Htwzr, Ilkley, York, Coal Merchant March 1 Robinson & Co, Bradford 
Pavt, E.ts» Exiga, Clare, Suffolk March 25 Hores & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Porter, Henny, Medlar with Wesham, Lanes March1 Gaulter, Kirkham 
Ricnagpsox, Exvizasere, Worcester March 29 Thos & A E Mace, Chipping Norton 
Scorr, Mary, Newcastle upon Tyne March 4 Storey, Sunderland 

Sacruerp, Avice Susax, Brighton March 1 Thomas Beard & Sons, Basinghall st 
Store, Wiit1am Lorn, Liverpool March 12 Glover, Liverpool 

Sezwcer, Isapecta, Halifax March4 Godfrey & C», Halifax 

Stacey, Eowarp, Plymouth March? Graham &Co, Launceston, Cornwall 

Staxe, Tuomas, Halifax March 9 Longbotham & Sons, Halifax 

Tuemans, Satomon, Manchester, Commercial Traveller March 1 E Shippey & Jordan, 
Vauiert, Extex, King st, Portman sq March 8 Radford & Frankland, Chancery lane 
Wa 113, Steraey, Regen’ st Feb 28 W H Martin & Co, King st, Cheapside 
Wiri1ams, Davin, Idaho, U.8.A. March8 Pearce, Swansea 

Wixstantey, James, Leigh, Farmer March 5 Dootson, Leigh 

Wan, Beer Eomuunp, English Combe, Somerset, Carpenter March 25 Gill & Bush, 











Kissy, Heyry, 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. reer, Hexnv Aberbeeg, Lianhilleth, » Miller Newport, Mon Damar, Ma Masvanw Jauns, ‘app Loads wield, Gamer, Draper 
London Gasette.—\ nipay, Feb. 11. =a Gana, Flock Dealer Leeds Pet Feb7 | Davies, aby Feb 19 at iat On Res, 4, 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Axexneap, Atrrev, Cardiff, Accountant 
FebS Ord Feb8 

Aum, Samuvet Szary, Garlick hill, Cannon st 
Court Pet Jan21 Ord Feb8 

Atuisoy, Cuarues, Kirton, Lincs, Carpenter Boston Pet 
FebS Ord Feb 8 

AznowsmiTs, Jony, Saegen, Lancs, Mechanic Bolton 
Pet Jan28 Ord Fi 

Asxew, THomas, Semis Westeetend, Licensed 
Victualler Kendal Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 

Bagrerr, Feanows Joux, Frampton on Severn, Glos, Jan22_ Ord 
Joiner t, Mon Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Brves, Wissen ames, Bristol, Leather Merchant Bristol 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb8 

age = eS a Sheffield, Joiner fheffield Pet Feb7 


Cardiff Pet Pet Feb9 
High 
Mason, Wriuiam James, 

Court Pet Jan'22 
Morcay, Jons Aanoy, 

Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Ossorxe, BewxJsamin Some, 
Cattle 


er 
Poares, ay 


Luuey, Cuaierorare, Quebec, Durham, Joiner Durham 
b9 Ord Feb9 
Mays, Tuomas Witttam, a, Oxia, Be 
Bottle Hand Sheffield 8 


West Woodlands, or F 
Pet Feb9 Ord Fob 9 9 
Perwey, Anrmos Pransor, 8 


Potvarp, Faepeaicx Apaauam, Treforest, Glam, 
Victualler Pont; 


Eaton, Der 
Derby Bet Beb 7 Ord Feb 7 


Dixcey, Gsores, Walterton Harrow China Mer- 
chant Feb iB at ii Bes ~ 


st 
Doss, Joan Joser: Feb 23 at 
Off Ree, 85, Vietorls st, 'verpool - 
Sonus Wencsen, Chestey, Geser Feb 22 at 2.30 


Eaat, Joun, and Caantes | wm Tari 
= te I The Castle, 


Feb 21 at 11 
Facey, Caantes Mittoy, Surgeon 
Feb 21 at on 


11.90 Off Heo, St Peul's'sq, Bedford 
re er a 


nr Rotherham, Glass 
Ord Feb 8 
Dealer 
rd Feb 9 
Builder’ Cardiff Pet 


Greenwich Pet 


tioneers 18 at 12 Carey st 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 Hart, CuHAntes bey) Ne Shoe Manu 
byshire, Farm factarer Feb 18 at County bldgs, _— 


Paice, Samvuet, A » Genenguecer Aber- | Horxrysox, Some, Bradford Feb 18 at 11 Off Reo, 31, 

Birrn, Harny Cotemayx, Buxted, Sussex Lewes Pet dare Pet Feb7 Manor ro 

Feb 7 Feb 7 Purpy, Rone Cla: guid Derby, Saddler Chesterfield | Huxuey, Tames Old Kent rd, Licensed Victualler 
Boater, Berwarv, Walworth, Shopkeeper High Court Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 Feb qo38 B: st 

Pet Jan2i1 Ord Feb8 Ricuarps, Aeruur Epwis, Leicester Leicester Pet Jan | Kersey, Joan Herbalist Feb 23 
Bray, Georoe Cuaries, Hereford, Grocer Hereford Pet 26 Ord Feb8 at 1018 Eten 

Feb 7 Ord Feb7 nin ne Besos, 2 Rosert, Walmgate, York York Pet Feb7 Ord a Ziatil Off Rec, 

et Feb 8 


Bro. > a , Accrington Blackb 
wp oe gto ckburn 7 


Bavstox, Agtuur Jony, Fakenham, Norfolk‘ Boot Maker 


Fastoey, Hants, Cab Proprietor Ports- 
mouth Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 9 


Srey Gromoe Twouag, Rochester, Builder Feb 28 at 11.30 


Norwich Pet Feb7 O:d Feb7 Spivey, Faanx Wissox, Luton, Rottert. Straw Plait Pours, Cranes ong Farm Dee 
Qunows, Taosss Jomea, B . wr, Brecons, Collier Merchant Luton Pet Feb9 Ord Feb Waa tebe Bas 
redegar PetFeb8 Ord Feb8 SransFigtp, Jay Stubley Hall Farm, Rochdale, Reso, he Rootar Rothe 
Beer, Gsoecs ose, Bissaingham, Builder Birmingham Pet ow Rochdale j sob LI i mon ot, Carmarthen a a 
= Bradford Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 . ¥ ane 


TY Wituiam, Sutton in panes, Notts, Joiner 
ottingham Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 


N m 
CLovan, an: Castleton, nr Rochdale, Tanner Roch- Ord Feb 8 


Sway, Witiram, St Leonards on Sea, Tailor Hastings 
Pet Feb 8 


Gouven,. Agraurn eorenin Ww Dentist Feb 19 at 
‘orcester 





st, 
dale Pet Jan25 Ord Feb 7 Taemae, Herat. Wrexham, Grocer Wrexham Pet Feb Brava By Marr, See viper Feb 23 at 3 Of 
mBE, GEORGE, Marwood, Devons, Farmer Barn- = 
D — gee Feb’ .. ieee Feb 9 po oun Taorxeg, Toomas wasn, Cuet,. d Bextn, Watchmaker cumin: Geosse J Joux ae ee caren mame bg 
Avins, ILLIAM ywain, or Portsmouth ron Ege Ree, Park 
berdare Pet Peps Ord Feb 9 = serie Turner, Isaac, Ey y) Leeds, Coal Merchant Leeds row, Leeds 
Dawsox, gous, Bradford, Worsted Spinner Bradford Pet Feb7 Ord Feb Sruncess, Feb 18 at 12 


et Feb9 Ord Feb? 
De L’Istz anv Duper, Lord, Knightsbridge High Court 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Feb 8 
Dratt, Eocar Tuomas, wtniend, Bank Clerk Birken- 
head Pet Jan25 Ord Feb 


semyane, O Cuarces, Aberaman, , Butcher Aber- 


Waa James, 


WI1s0x, Rowan, Bramley, 
Puller Pet Feb 7 


Wooowrano, Sony, We tan | lt Ord Tb a 


Sheffield Pet Feb 8 Ord 


io Commission Waste 
Ord Feb 7 
Market Gar- 


] Park st, Ni 
ma TS Senna: SES ESee ana 


Rec, Bald 
T , Taouas Avams 
soya es eee ea oe 
“10 Of ie, Bows, Truro 





et Feb7 Ord Feb7 Waicut, Watten Watxes, Burnley, Butcher Burnley 
' Jae, Bristol, Boot Dealer Bristol Pet Pet Feb 8 Ord Febs Trayt, oot pet em Ma ay 
Feb9 Ord Feb 9 Yanstey, Geonas Tre Salcombe, Devon, Builder Fob 10 i atil Law cehmbrs, mss 
Fiowsrs, James Srzpuex, New Swindon, Wilts, Hair- Plymouth Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 
Gna Har - Alresfond.’ Hente, Gorn’ Merchant Win- hates 57) ll y Sry (in Rg ley Grimsby 
y, Harry, Alresfo ants, Corn reer Of 
chester Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb $ FIRST MEETINGS. Ldendwla> Feb 25 at 12 Prince 


Garex, Joun Groner, ———— Deby Farm Manager 
Cheltenham Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 
—,. couura Gone, 8 Staines, naw Kingston, Surrey 
e e 
Hazrzr, Noan, Wolyv: ehonstee. Coachbuilder Wolver- 
hampton Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


3 Of 


oun Joun Le gg 


Brooxs, Atrrep Wii™, 


a Joux, Churchdown, some, Pa, Boney Nursery Grower Feb 


Feb 18at11 Off Ree, 40, Do Mary man 


"Wales Hotel, Liandadao * 
(ADJUDICATIONS. 

Aneemmas, inn, Cardiff, Accountant Cardif® Pe 

ALLIs07, Febs Onis Lincs, Carpenter Boston Pet 


= her aaa 7 Vuincerr 


bldgs, Care 





Paint Feb 18 at 3 scum ~ey Westmorland, Licensei 
Pet Feb 7 Ord Fed 7 
ns, Peteoroughy Haw Myo 18 08 11.45 Wrntsn Sheticld Solace Sheffield Pot Feb 








Hircuixc, Dawiet, Parkstone, ot Builder Poole Pet Brooks, Gate st, Lincoln’s 

Feb7 Ord Feb7 Feb 18 at 2.30 
Hvents, a Mountain Ao, Glam, Confectioner | Burien, Ricnanp, Southsea, 

Aberdare Pet Feb7 Ord Feb Off Leg en om 
Hoxtzy, Janes Tuomas, Old Kent 14, Licensed Victualler | Cavrct, 

Court Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 Law Osuste, Mew 6, Fetesseseee® 
Jaco, Josiau, Sunderland, Medical Practitioner Sunder- | Cuaxrox, Astaur Awpersos, ] 
d Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 7 init shen Content? 508 

Joxgs, Joux, Mardy, Glam, Labourer yprid e' RBALLIS, JAMES 

Feb7 Ord Feb7 18 








tra 9 n nee 
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Bavstox, Artuvre Jouyx, Fakenham, Norfolk, Boot 
M Norwich Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Burrowes, Tuomas Janes, Brynmawr, Breconshire, Collier 
Tredegar Vet Feb7 Ord Fed 

Cuasners, Wittiam, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Joiner 
Nottirgham Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 9 

Crocowne, Grorar, Marwood, Devon, Farmer Batnataple 
Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb 9 

Davirs, Wittsam, Penywain, nr Aterdare, Innkeeper 
Aberdare Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Dawsov. Joux, Bradford, Worsted Epinner 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Eosuunxps, Cnartxs, Aberaman, Aberdare, Butcher Aber- 
dare Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


Bradfo:d 


Epmuoxpsox, James Eowarp, Leeds, Grocer Leeds 
Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 ; 

Errox, Vw: Gt Grimsby, Labourer Gt Grimsby 
Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Feaxcis, Stersex Jeux, Frome, Somerset, Fruiterer 
Frore Pet Feb10 Ord Feb lu 

Ganrrsipz, Newianp, Crewe, Restaurant Proprietor Ha2- 
ley Pet FebS Ord Feb8 

Honpay, Hexry Osw — auras, Hereford, Draper 
Worcester Pet Feb 

Jerucors, Reva, vented Leicester Leicester Pet Feb 
11 Ord Feb 11 


| Jonxsox, Witttam Harney, Mountsorrel, Grocer Leicester 


Fiowens, James Steruxxs. New Swindon, Wilts, Hair- | 


dresser Swindon Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb9 
Gray, Harry, Alresford. Hants, Corn Merchant Win- 
chester Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 


Greex, Joux Gronae, ( heltenbara, ppoeley Farm Manager | 


Cheltenham Pet Feb8 Ord FP 
Haywart, Jous Witttam, West Bridgford, 2 
Merchant Nottirgh+sm Yet Jan 17 Orl Feb 8 


Notts, Timber | 


Harrer, Noan, Wolverhampton, Coachbuilder Wolver- | 


hampton Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 
Hitt, Groncer, Skipton, Yorks, Commission Weaver 
Bradford Pet Jan3 Ord F+eb8 


Hvonrs, Tuomas, Mountain Ash, Glams, Confectioner | 


Aberdare Pet Feb 7. Ord Feb7 

Hvxtey, Jaxes Tromas, Old Kent 1d, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Feb7 Ord Feb9 

Joxrs, Jonx, ya Glam, Labourer 

Feb7 Ord Feb 

Kispy, Heyry, Aberss truth, Mon, Miller Newport, Mon 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Leacu, Harry, Leeds, Flock Dealer Leeds Pet Feb 7 
Ord Feb 7 

Mawyx, Toomas Witttam. Swinton, nr Rotherham, Glass 
Bottle Hand Sheffield Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 


Pontypridd Pet 


Monaoay, Jouyx Anon, Bridgend, Builder 
Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Wasn, Wii1.14m Joux, Waltham Cross, Hertford, Licensed 
Victualler Edmonton Pet Dee 20 Ord Feb 7 

Osporxe, Bessamixs Joux, West Woodlands, nr Frome, 
Cattle Dealer Frome Pet Feb8 Ord Feb9 

Porvarp, FaexpericK Anranam, Treforest, Glam, Licensed 
Victusller Pontypridd Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Porter, Cuarves, Long Eaton, Derbys, Farm Labourer 
Derby Pet Feb7 Ord Keb7 

Paice, Samvet, Aberaman, Aberdare, Greengrocer Aber- 
dare Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Pvurpy, Tuomas, Ay Cross, Derby, Saddler Chesterfield 
Pet Feb8 Ord 

seneee, Ropekrt, Walmgate, York York Pet Feb7 Ord 
"eb 7 


Rogessier, Freprerick Henry, Stratford, Essex, Cork 
Merchant High Court Pet Dec14 Ord Feb 8 

Scotr, Ropent, Eestney, Hants, Cab Proprietor Ports- 
mouth Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

Sraveyx, Many, Sneaton, nr Whitby, York Stockton on 
Tees Pet Jans Ord Feb7 

Sraxerieip, Jaye, Stubley Hall Farm, nr Rochdale, 
Farmer Rochdale Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb8 

Sroney, Joszru, and Jonx Srorry, Bradford, Bakers 
Bradford Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Swaty, Wiiu1am, Hastings, Tailor Hastings Pet Feb 8 
Ord Feb 8 


Tuomas, Samvet, Wrexham, Grocer Wrexham Pet Feb 
7 Ord Feb 7 
Tuonne, Taomas Wiiiiam, Gosport, Watchmaker Ports 
mouth Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Baker | 


Trant, Witt1am Epwarp, Kingswear, Devon, 
Plymouth Pet Jan 20 Ord Febs 
Tuner, peneey Leeds, Coal Merchant Leeds Pet Feb7 
e 


Cardiff Pet | 


Pet Febit Ord Feb 1 

Kyxicur, Hexny Wititam, Chatham, Confectioner Rochcs- 
ter Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Lewre, Jamys, Charles st, Blackfriars rJ, Milk Carrier 
High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb12 

Lovett, Atrarr, St George, nr Bristol, Boot Manufacturer 
Bristol Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 10 

McNamer, Faaxcis, Darlington Stockton on Tees Pet 
Febd9 Ord Feb 9 

Maxx, Wiewram, Penzance, Cornwall, Coal Merchant 
Traro Pct Feb11 Ord Feb 11 

Mistry, Wittiam Hervert, and Watter Hesry Saivner, 
Trowbridge, Builders Bath Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Moroas, Girpars Owes, Llandebie, Carmarthens, Cabinet 
Maker Carmarthen Pet Febil Ord Feb 11 

Morraer, Rosert, and Jonw Wititiam Morpuet, Earby, 
Yorks, Stone Merchants Bradford Pct Feb 12 Ord 
Feb 12 


| Parrainor, Hexry Wittram, Bedminster, Boot Dealer 


Bristol Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 

Pixcusecs, Groroe, Great Grimsby Great Grimsby Pet 
Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Powe tt, James, and Jouy Saitn, Ashington, Northumber- 
ag Grocers Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 12 Ord 
Feb 12 

Ricuarpsos, Rosert, Bielby, Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Sanpers, WILLIAM vm Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Febil Ord Febi 


| Seyp. Jutivs Asruve, ‘oud pret st, Clerk Wandsworth 


Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 
Suita, Water, We ete. Hereford, Innkeeper Here- 
ford Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 


| Stacey, Wiitram Georoe, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 


Wartsox, Janes, Doncaster Sheffield Pet FebS Ord 


ebs 

Watt, Geonce Mvurenrer, Shincliffe, Durham, Printer | 
Daorham Pet Jan20 Ord Feb 2 

West ey, J. H., Mrs., South Hackney, Boot Manufacturer 
High Court” Pet Dec 23 Ord Feb 7 

Wnriont, Wattrr Waren, Burnley, Butcher Burnley 
Pet Feb8 Ord Febs 

Yarstey, Georce Garpener, Salcombe, Devon, Builder 
Plymouth Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Gwyyxz, Epwix ae Farnham, Surrey, Hotel Proprietor 
Guildford an d Godalming Adjud Dec 29,1894 Annul 
Feb 8, 1898 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 15, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Banrxes, Samvet, Andover, Hants, House Agent Salis- 
bury Pet Feb11 Ord Feb11 

Beaumont, James, Old Try nr Halifax, Farmer Hali- 
fax Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 

me + » Reainatp, Acton Brentford Pet Dec 20 Ord 

e 

Burrerriz.p, bs ay & oem Wortley, Leeds, Baker 
Leeds Pet Feb 12 Feb 12 

Conispex, ALFRED, esti a “i eterinary Surgeon 
Croydon Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 

Coox, Sypyzy Henrperr, Clacton + Bea Colchester Pet 
Janis Ord Feb 12 

Cox, Epwarp Epwrix, Redditch, asionstaan Bir- 
mingham Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 1 

Crasteer, Joun A, Cardiff, nbd Merchant Cardiff 
Pet Jan27 Ord Feb 10. 

Cross, Tuomas Witiiam, Heanor, pers, Licensed 

ictualler Derby Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 
— pe ne Bunton, Butcher Stockport Pet Feb 


e! 
Deaxry, tam Wakefield, Draper Wakefield P b 
11. Ord Feb it ePeacrcr edge: 
Dzxtox, ase paemon, Bradford Bradford Pet 
Dovey, Many, Btourbrid 
vey, Many, Stourbridge, Worcester, Li d Victuall 
Boemrlalaee Ona Pes er, Licensed Victualler 








Jan 24 Ord Feb 10 

Sreanay, R E, Southport, Commission Broker Liverpool 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Feb 10 

Tuomas, Jouyx, Gowerton, Lougher, Glam, Builder Car- 
marthen Pet Febil Ord Feb 11 

Tootu, Arteuvs, Queen Victoria st, Picture Dealer High 
Cowt Pet Nov 29 Ord Feb 10 

Turxer, Joux, Heywood, Lancs, General Contractor 
Bolton Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Watrens, Wittiam Josern, Pimlico High Court Pet 
Jan12 Ord Feb 10 

Wuearttey, Wiitiam Ropiyxsox, Gloucester, Piano Taner 
Cheltenham Pet Feb10 Ord Feb i 

Wivxpsor, Atrrep Eanest, Stramshall, nr Uttox +ter, Con- 

s fectioner Burton on Trent Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 


Amended notice substituted for that ee in the 
ndon Gazette of Dec. 14: 


Marriy, Georct Heyry, Twickenham Brentford Pet 
Dec 8 Ord Dec8 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 11: 


Croveu, Josern, Castleton, nr Manchester, Tanner Roch- 
dale Pet Jan25 Crd Feb7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aut, Samvet Seay, Garlick =, Cannon st Feb 22 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Auuisoy, Caaries, Kirton, Lines, Carpenter Feb 24 at 
12.15 Off Ree, 4 &6, West st, Boston 

Arrowsuitu, Joun, Adlington, Lancs, Mechanic Feb 23 
at1l 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Arcnertey, Jous, Wellington, Salop Feb 24 at 11.30 
Wright & Westhead, St Martin’s pl, Stafford 

Bass, Witiiam Henry, Darlington, Bricklayer Mar 2 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Breavuont, James, Old Lindley, or Halifax, Farmer Mar 
lat 11 Off Ree, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Brvex, WILtraM JaMEs, Bristol, Leather Merchant Feb 
23 at 12.30 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Biytsa, Harry Cotemas, Buxted, Sussex Feb 22 at 3.15 
17, High st, Lewes 

Boater, BERNARD, Walworth, h, Raeghenper Feb 22 at 2.30 
B: inkruptey bldgs, Carey 

Brevstos, ArTuur JouyN, 1 Norfolk, Boot Maker 
Feb 23 at 10.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Catvert, Wittiam Francis, Liverpool, Tailor Feb 23 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live: 

CLARKE, THomas Wits, Lalbeseu h, Lines, Draper 
Feb 22 at 12 Off Rec, 15, Gubesne ok st, Great Grimsby 

Cooper, Jonn, Yeadon, nr Leeds, Sh uttle Maker Feb 23 
at 11 Off Ree, 22, Park row, "Leeds 

De L’Issx anv Duptey, Lord, Knightsbridge Feb 25 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Dixox, Wiii1amM Houmes, South Shields March 1 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

ery — James, Bristol, Boot Dealer Feb 23 at 1 
0 Baldwin st, Bristol 

Evays, aed Pontypridd, Commission Agent Feb 24 at 
12 65, High st, Merthyr T: Tydfil 

Firowers, JAMES STEPHRX, Son Swindon, Wilts, Hair- 
dresser Feb 23at3 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Francis, Sram oe Soa, Frome, Somersets, Fruit2rer Feb 
23at3 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Grorcr, CHARLES AubEt, Gt Yarmouth, Fisherman Feb 
26at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Haworts, Joun ALFRED, os Grocer Feb 23 at 
11 County house, Blackbu 

Jom, Ricuarp, Llanfynydd, SpGans Feb 22 at 12 

ff Rec, 4, Queen st, 


Joss Watren Rostxsoy, Abeslane, Grocer Feb 23 at 2 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


atil 115, High st, Roc 
peas, Jaues, Charles st, Bleckiviars rd, Milk Carier Fa 
22at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Moa 
Liver, Taouas Cuanrces, Alfreton, Billposter Feb 22 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, Verby 


feb 23 at 3.20 Ree, Baldwin st, Brist« 

Lusspex, James, Gateshead School master Feb 23 at 12 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Masox, Wituiam James, Leytonstone, Provision Dealer 
Feb 22 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, (srey st 

Osporye, Bexsamin Joux, West Woodlands, nr Frome, 
Cattle Dealer Feb 23at12.15 Of Rec, Baldwia st, 
Bristol 

Parraioce, Hewry Wiutiam. Bedminster, Br'st>', Boot 
Dealer Feb 23 at 3.45 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Payxe, Jesse, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler Feb 2 
at1l 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Purpy, Tuomas, Clay Cross, Derbys, Saddler Feb 22 atig 
Oi Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Ricuarps, Arraur Epwix, Leicester Feb 22 at 12.39 
0 , 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Ricuarpsox, Ropzar, Hayton, Yorks, Farmer Feb 23 a 
12.15 Of Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Simcox, BeNsamiy, West Bromwich, Dairyman Mar 4 at 

County Court, West Bro mwith 

Srorey, Joseru, and Jouw Srorey, Bradford, Bakers 
Feb 24at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Sway, Wititam, 8t Leonards on Sea, Tailor Feb 22 at 
1230 Young & Sons, Bank bldg:, Hastings 

Tuomas, James, Hafod, nr Pont y. Grocer Feb 22 at 
12 65, High st, wg Tyditil 

Turner, Jouyx, Heywood, — Rend Contractor Feb 
24at 11 16, Wood st, Bo! 

Wart, Georce Murertx, ‘Shincliffe, Darham, Printer 
Feb 22 at 12.30 Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 

Wickes, Wittiam Hesry Gairriy, Birmingha’n, Surgeon 
Feb 23 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Woopwarp, Jony, Worton, nr Sloan. Market Gar- 
dener xeb 22 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple av 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ArrowsaiTH, Jous, Siegen, Lancs, Mechanic Bolton 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 
Aspzit, WiLuiam Ste Leicester, Box Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Jan17 Ord Febit 
Barnes, Samuget, Andover, Hants, House Agent Salisbury 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb il 
Beaumont, James, Old Lindley, Halifax, Farmer Halifax 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 1! : 
Baapy, Estuen, Leicester, Mik Daler Leicester Pet 
Jan 20 Ord Feb 11 
Burresriecp, WiLL1AM, New Wortley, Leels, Baker Leeds 
Pet Fed 12 Ord Feb1 
Catv ye WiLuAM | ached Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool 
Pet Sept 20 Ord Feb 12 
Cvarke, Tuomas WItt1aM, ae. Lincs, Drape: 
Gt Grimsby Pet Janis Ord F 
Croven, Josera, Castleton, nr achester, Tanner Roch- 
dale Pet Jan24 Ord Feb 
Cox, Epwarp Eowiy, Redditch, , Birming- 
ham Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 
Cross, Taomas Wittiram, Heanor, puty, Jimt Vic- 
tualler Derby Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 
Cusry, Wittiam, Buxton, But-her Be dell Pet Feb10 
Ord Feb 10 
Deakin, Geoacr, Wakefield, Diaper Wakefield Pet Feb 
11 Ord Feb 11 
Dextox, Firorsnce epenaem, Bradford Bradford Pet 
Feb11 Ord Febl 
Duxne, Jouy Joseru, wr Grocer Liverpool Pet 
Jan5 Ord Feb 10 
Eomonxosox, James Eowarp, Le2ds, Grocer Leeds Pa 
Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 
Erron, Joseru, Great Grimsby, Labourer Great Grimsby 
Pet Feb 10’ Ord Feb 10 
Francis, StepHex | nang re. Somersets, Fruiterer 
Frome Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 
Havioran, Jouy Bost Dealer Bristol Pet 
Jan 31’ Ord Feb 10 
Hawxsiey, Wituiam, Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield Pet 
Dec 30 Ord Feb 12 
Hoxpay, Henry Oswatp, Brom +ry> Hereford, Draper 
Worcester Pet Feb12 Ord 
omen Wituram Begnarp, Brighton, Jeweller Brighton 
et Jan 14 Ord Feb 12 
Jerncgra Rurvs, edie Leicester Pet Febil Ord 
‘eb 11 
Jouxson, WILLIAM Maose, Mountsorrel, Grocer Leicester 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb1 
Soe, Henny WI1Lt1an, Chatham, Confectioner Roches- 
Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 
_.; James, Charles st, Blackfriars rd, Milk Carrier 
High Court Pet Feb12 Ord Feb1 
McNamee, ey Darlington Stockton on Tees Pet 
Feb9 Ord Feb 9 
Many, Witu1am, Penzance, Cornwall, Coal Merchant 
Truro PetFeb11 Ord Feb 11 
Masoy, Witu1am James, “ry Provision Dealer 
High Court Pet Jan22 Ord Feb 1 
Minty, Wittiam Herpeat, and J pedal Henay Saurnee, 
Trowbridge, Builders Bath Pet Febi2 Ord Feb 12 
Morcan, Gitpars Owex, Ammanford, Liandebie, Car- 
marthens, Cabinet maker Carmarthen Pet Feb 11 
Ord Feb 11 
ae teens and Joun Wii.t1am Morpuet, Earby, 
Stone Merchants Bradford Pet Feb'12 Ord 


Payne, Jesse, Birmi m, Licensed Victualler Birmiag- 

Pet Feb 3 rd F Feb 10 

Pixcuseck, Georaz, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet Feb 
7 Ord Feb7 





Powett, James, and Jouyx Sarru, Ashingien Northum- 
berland, Grocers Newcastleon Tyne Pet Feb 12 Ord 
r) 


Kwicut, Hevry EWaszax, ¢ hethem, Confectioner Feba3 © 
Lewis, Fare, Blaenavon, Moi, Grocer Feb 23 at12 OF 


Lovett, Atraep, . Bt Gesrg »7ge, nr Bristol, Boot "Manufacture ; 











98. 


Feb 33 





rier Fab 
t12 OF 
eb 22 at 
ufacturer 
23 at ig 
n Dealer 


t Frome. 
> ’ 
\dwia st, 


1, Boot 
bristol 
Feb 21 
) 22 ate 
at 12.39 
Feb 23 at 
Mar 4 at 
Bakers 
rd 
‘eb 22 at 
Feb 22 at 
jor Feb 
Printer 
Surgeon 
n 


ret Gar- 
chmbrs, 


Bolton 
facturer 
alisbury 
Halifax 
ter Pet 
r Leeds 
verpool 
Drape: 
Roch- 
irming- 
ed Vic- 
| Feb 10 
Pet Feb 
rd Pet 
al Pet 
ls Pt 
iwimsby 
uiterer 
ol Pet 
lid Pet 
Draper 
righton 
1 Ord 
icester 
voches- 





as 
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w, Faepenick Cranes, Alderman , Com- 

ager re Agent High Court Pet Dec 16 ‘Ord Feb 10 

fay. Avrrep James, West Norwood, Builder High Court 
Pet Dec10 Ord Feb9 ‘ , 

BicuaRDs, th Epwis, Leicester Leicester Pet Jan 

e 

aansnvecs, Ronset, Bielby, Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
Feb 9 Ord Feb9 

RoserTs. Jaurs Nasuytu, Edward st. Hampstead rd, 
Bamboo Furniture Manufacturer High Court Pet 
Nov18 Ord Feb 10 

fore, Worzee 1 + ae Innkeeper Hereford Pxt 

b10 Ord Feb! : 

incr. Wittram Grorae, Canton, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 10 f : 

gornenst, THomas, Victoria st High Court Pet April 14 

Feb 11 

1 laa Josxen Senior, Batley, York. Blanket 
Manvfacturer Dewsbury Pet Janis Ord Feb3 

Tsouas, Joux, Loughor, Glam, Builder Carmarthen Pet 
Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 ; 

Touxrxs, Joux, Waltonon Thames, Bargeowner Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Jan3 Ord Feb 12 ae 

Vu.t, Josepx Hewry, North Shields, Commission Agent 
Newcastleon Tyne Pet Jan29 Ord Feb8 

Waeattey, Witriam Rosixsoy, Cheltenham, Piano 
Tuner Cheltenham Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Wawa, E, Hammersmith High Court Pet Dee 8 Ord 
Feb 10 Mase 

Fuses, Witttam Heyny Gatreiy, Birmingham, Surgeon 
Birmingham PetJan27 Ord Febii 

Wasox, Epwarp, Bramley, Leeds, Commission Waste 
Puller Leeds Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 10 js 

Wisrsor, Atreep Ensxyest, Stramshall, Uttoxeter, 
Confectioner Burton on Trent Pet Feb 12 Ord 
eb 12 

7 el Joux, Worton, nr Islesworth, Market Gar- 
dener Brentford Pet Janil Ord Feb ll 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regulazity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





A COCOA, AND WHAT ELSE! 


We will tell you. In the first place, it is not in any 
sme a medicine. As people become more intelligent, 
they eee that they should try and prevent disease. It 
sms strange, when one comes to consider it, that the 
eflorts of medical science are directed to curing, when 

ting would seem to be a more rational proceeding. 
Ffow it is dawning on the public to try and prevent, or at 
least to arrest disease. It is in prevention that Dr. Tibbles’ 

Vi-Cocoa plays an important part, acting solely as a first- 
dass nourishing food. 

It strength ns the sys'em, to resist, oppose, and overcome 
the attacks of disease. You'll hear someone say, ‘*So- 
and-sco has a strong constitution”; follow that up, and 
you'll find that S8o-and-so follows the golden rule of bei 
temperate in all things, and pays attention to diet an 
exercise, Does he or she keep up this strong constitution 
| Oe medicines or swallowing pills! No, indeed! 

have discovered that prevention is better than cure. 

Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa p a@ means in the hands of 
oe to build up and maintain a scund constitution, 

ich enables its possessor to travel his life’s journey 

Without the aches and pains which are in many cases pre- 

le. Thus we come round aga’n to sound common 
tense based on experience. 

Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa is pleasant and palatable, and 
( ying, as it does, the numerous principles contained 
in Malt, Hops, Kola, and Cocoa, it imparts nourishment 
= builds up strength. Asa Food Beverage it is invalu- 


But the Expense? You can try it free of expense. Merit 
done is what is claimed for Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, and the 
proprietors are organs to send any reader who names the 
“Soricitors’ Journal” a dainty sample tin of Dr. 
Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa free and post paid. ere is no magic 
inall this. It isa plain, honest, straightforward offer. It 
is done to introduce the merits of Vi-Cocoa into every 
home. Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa is not sickly or insipid, like 
the ordin: cocoa extracts; on the con’ it has a 

t and distinct flavour all its own, and which is much 
. It has all the refreshing properties of fine well- 
made tea, but with a hundred times its nourishment. 

Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, 6d.. 9d., and 1s. 6d. It can be 

lained from all Grocers, Chemists, and Stores, or from 
Dr, Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, Limited, 60, 61, and 62, Bunhill- 
tow, London, E.C. 
IFE ASSURANCE POLICIES 
WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-five. 
Considerably over surrender value given. 
Speedy settlements and highest references. 
Also Reversions and Life Interests purchased. 
. BINSON 

Insurance Broker, 85, High-street West, Sunderland. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


LIMITED 
(EsTaBLisHED 1685), 
in and Persons] 


Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
7. an e e an 
Advance Money these Securiti 

Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £613,725. 
0, KING’S ARMS YARD, COLEMAN STREET. E.C. 











&2ZURACE 





Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis Battenberg, K.C.B. 


S50 











Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL aysvrance company 
touarep. FIRE. 
Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 47> 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, General Manager. 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANE 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


INVESTED FUNDS -<- «~ - £8,000,000. 
Number of Accounts, 75,061. 
TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 
on ny Spey on demand. 
. on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
minimum monthly balances, when not drawn below £100 
STOCKER SHARES, and ANNUITIES purchased and 





SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 
Sma Deposits received, and Interest allowed monthly on 


each eted £1. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACEK, with full particulars, 


free. 
Telephone No. 65005. 
Telegraphic Address: “ BIRKBECK, LONDON.” 


FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


BY AUTHORITY. 





Bary soquisito unten Se cere Axts cxpgtied em the 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
eee dae chiens seat 
ope ig 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & £0., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 





DALRYMPLE HOME, 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
. 87, MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
Hes Gentlemen unis Go Aste and peteutely. Terms, 


Apply to Medical 
P. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Yamb.), M.B.C.S. (Eng.) 
INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 











Medical Attendant: CHAS. J. BOND, F.R.C.8. Eng., 
L-B.C.P. Lond. : H. M. RILEY, Assoc. boc. 
and Medical References. For terms and particulars 


y Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ada MAKERS. 


To Her , the Lord : 
Poway! Gasitin the My og of the 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
ma oe ou 
Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gowns, 
ESTABLISHED 1688: 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


M. W. EDGLEY, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st, 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DE3KS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 


EPPS’S COCOA 


Exrracr rraow A Lecruaz ox “ Foops AND THEIR 
Vavugs,” - pe. ed Waaee, Ro pe 
any motives of due reg. ‘or hea 
of getting full food-value for money ex nded—can be said 
to weigh with us in choosing our f , then I say that 
Cocoa (Epps’s being the most nutritious) should be made 
to replace tea and coffee without hesitation. Cocoa ia a 
food; tea and coffee are not foods. This is the whole 














BRAND & CO.'S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and G 








BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 58.W. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 








ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES 


NEWSPAPERS & PERIODIOALS. 
And all General and Commercial Work. 


Every description of Printing—large or small. 
Printerr of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL Newspaper. 


Authors advised with as to Printing and Publishing. 
Estimates and all information furnished. 


Contracts entered into. 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


Feb. 19, 1898 








SAVE 50 TO 75 PER CENT. 
By Buying Direct from the Manufacturers, 


THE SAFE & DEED BOXx|*“* 


SUPPLY CO., 
29, TEMPLE ST., WOLVEI 


Telegrams, “ 
HUNDREDS OF TESTIMONIALS. 


court, ola Broad-street, 

Dear Sir,— We are very pleased with the Deed Boxes which 
you recently su and now inclose aun * for 
the t of your t for same, which 
ae coed and return in duecourse. We shall be happy 
sosemenend your < r company to —— our friends who may 

noe Deed Boxes ours faithfully, 

Poots & Rosrysox. 
From Mr. Groraz Aytwarp, Portsdown House, Cosham, 
Portsmotth, Sept. 15, 1897. 
Gentlemen,—The safe is duly to hand, and I am 
much pleased with it ; and if it is as you guarantee, fire an 
burglar proof, I think it is marvellously cheap. 
Wrought iron and steel Fire and Burglar Resisting, Un- 
pickable, Wedgeproof Cash and Jewellery Saf Safe. 
High. Wide, Deep. 

No. B54. —$0 by 14 by 14 in, *£2 10 
B55.—22 by 15 by 15 in, *£2 15 
B56.—24 by 17 by 16 in. *£3 0 
B67.—26 by 18 by 17 in. *£3 5 
B58.—28 by 19 by 19 in. *£3 10 
B59.—30 by 20 by 20 in. +£4 0 
B60.—32 by 22 by 21 in. +£4 5 
B61.—34 by 23 by 22 in. +£4 10 
B62.—36 by 24 by 23 in. 

* Withidrawer. + Wi 
+ With 2 drawers and shelf. 

These are 5 to 6 inches less nside 

nea measurement. 

2in, Fire resisting chambers, best lever lock, Seaton keys 

Fitted with Chubb’s Lock, 7s. 64, each extra. 


Wrought iron and steel Fire and Dargis Resisti 

pickable, Wedgeproof Book, Cash, arid Jewellery 
Exrra Strona. 

No High WideDeep £ s. d. 

B956. 24by17by17in. *6 8 0 

. BWby18 by 17 in. *6 20 

/ 2a 

. 80 by 20 by 2in. +7 26 

B960. 82 by 22 by Qin, +7176 

B961. 34 by 23 by 22in. t8 50 

B962. 36 by 24 by 23in. +8 16 0 

B963. pee bates Ay 79 100 

B964. 40 df ey +10 26 











a 


"6126 


+ With 2 drawers and shelf. 
2} in. Fire chambers, 
handles, throw bolts in front, 
top, and bottom of door, very 
batiover lock, duplicate k: 
Fitted with Chubb’s Lock, 
7s. 6d. extra. 





steel with 
Spring Lock and 2 Keys. 


Stock Size, 30 by 17 by 14: 
No. B19. £2 108. Od. 
May + made tf size 
mT othe in BALLOT. BOXES. - 
VOTING 


All I kinds of of Boxes om oe - strong Rooms 5 Fitted, 
Any of our Cents oes S mppreve of money 


appointing agents in Town, and shall b> 
planed in reocveapplicsions from om Texponsitte mse enllis ; 


NorTcE to SOLICITORS. —Miss Woods, 
Gat igure ae bane Sool Sor her Advent which is 179, 





LAY: .—Bolicitor, admitted 1886, is desirous 
of, Bares pat | aw practice.—Address, 
Leet, “ 


fy Pai nad by a Solicitor, age = 

pe me eh etn pry De 
‘Walden, Essex. 

yp me ape th me omy 

Required pu 8c an versity man (82) ; 

fone TEs, — eaperieee® i excellent testimonials.— 


N BANKRUPTCY.—In re W. R. Dent, of 
Harlow, Essex, Solicitor, a Bankrupt.—The Goodwill 

of the Bankrupt’s Practice at Harlow i. for Sale.—Apply 
3 o” OrrictaL Recerver, Bankruptcy-buildings, London, 











0 CITY GENTLEMEN. —Partial Board 
and Residence br Use of Pras may 3 

Piano; suit two friends; 8 district.—Address, A. 

c/o Housekeeper, 6, Old Ly 


O PARLIAMENTARY AGENTS AND 
SOLICITORS.—A Capitalist, desirous of promoting 

_ of Parliament in approved districts not now uately 
lied with water, is willing to pay a good bonus or the 
in uction of such business, or woul 
Acts of Parliament. APely: Messrs, E. 
4, Tokenhouse-buildings, London, E£.C. 


ALUATIONS of Modern and Old LACES. 

hest price given for Old Point and Modern Real 

Laces, Oli lnlroldesion, &c.—HAY WARD'S, 166 and 168 
Oxford-street, W. Established 1770. 


a BIAS CING CLERKSHIP Wanted 
Admitted Solicitor; has also had some 
anmel in the h Court and County Court ; shorthand ; 
references ; moderate salary.—Address, Souor, * Solicitors’ 
Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane. 
A SPATRIA AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE 
(vid Carlisle), situated in one of ie finest Stock- 
raising districts of the country. Practical and scientific 
instruction. Guseens in tions of Surveyors’ Insti- 
tution. Preparation for colonies. Six farms, creamery 


workshops. 
J. SMITH HILL, B.A., B.8c., Principal. 


O INVALIDS.—A List of Medical Men in 

all parts Receiving Resident Patients it gratis, 

with full particulars. a techesveseumpentio’ bes Bry 
&c., Association, Lrp., 8, Lancaster-place, 

Tel. Tadd. .““Triform, London,” Telephone No. 1,854, G 








. Paestow & Co., 














: 
a 


PERIODICAL SALES. 
ESTABLISHED 1668. 
ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & OR PT 


i successors to Mash, Milner, & Co.) 
PERIODICAL SALES of 


rarer cas” 


LIFE ieee FO 


Debentures, 
Moriguge Debt oo pete and Bonds, and 


on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in ¢ 
oe Se Toe, ee Ree, Token 
E.C. Dates for 
‘ao 


March 8 
March 17 
July 7 


April 7 
Lo ay 21 | 
y5 July 21 
Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. Telephone No. 999 


MONTHLY PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 


MORES. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIEER” 
to announce that their MONTHLY PRa” 
PERTY AUCTIONS are i -F at the MART, To , 
‘c on the THIRD INESDAY in every 
hout the year. The ps an for 1898 are :— 
as. July 20. 








MESSRS. STIMSON & SOW 


Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 
Land, House, and Estate Agents, 
8, MOORGATE STREET, BANK, E.C., 
aND 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 
UGHION 84 SALES are held at the 
and on other — os occasion aay te con” —_ 
PRIVATE TRAATY Valuations, Surv 
of at _Receiverships in py mil ae 
Giaims, ~~ - Dy Auctionot Fu Faraitere and Stock, Coll 


of Property, Ground Rents fi Bale a 
Hy a ay to be Let, octane sea 
each and can be bad chaage fort 


month ; 
free ft two stam 








IC™ TRAL LONDON RAILWAY.—Shep- 

herd’s Bush, N hill, West Park, 
and District.—Owners to Sell or Let in 
these — should send to C. Rawizey oe & Co., arvine 





HCENTIX FIRE Saanean. —— LoMBARD- 
STREET, and 57, Cuanrxa-onoss, Loxpox. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W. C. Macpowatp, 
¥. B. Macponatp, 


HE NATIONAL REVERSIONARY IN- 
VESTMENT C©O., LIMITED. Founded 1967. 
REVERSIONARY INTERESTS {Abectate end Contin- 
UF. and 


gent), LIFE INTERESTS, LICIES, 
Purchased. 
The Company pays all its own Costs of Purchase, 


Apply te Szorerary, 63, Old Broad-street, E.C, 


N ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
6, IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., 
308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W., and 
117, WESTERN I ROAD, BRIGHTON. (Established 1778.) 


G. F. BOX & CO.,, 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, ESTATE oe RENT 
RECEIVERS, AND BAILIFFS 
Auction Room for Sale of Furniture and er 
tion of Property. [ Zstablished 1885. } west 
Offices : 227, Lowzr Ciapron-noap, N.E., and at 66, Gazy- 
HOUND-LANB, STREATHAM, 8.W. 


} Joint 




















WEST KENSINGTON. 
J. W. SIBLEY, 
AUCTIO: ESTATE AGENT, VALU 
RECEIVER BY APPOINTMENT. = 
Tue Cepans Estate Orrice, (0; ite) West Keyar 
Sration, W. 


Rents Collected, Estates Managed, Valuations, Surveys. 
Mr. J. W. Sibley has a e Estate and 
of the Bushaeany’ 
Bankers. 





thi 
wa el : 
JOHN GERMAN, SON, & BEVEN, 
LAND AGENTS, SURVEYORS & AUCTIONS 
59 and 60, CHANCERY LANE, W.O, 
Oountry Offices : 
AsHBY-pz-La~ZoucH, LEICESTERSHIRE, 
, STAFFORDSHIRE, 
‘Wiizsizy, Dexsysnre. 
Kinesrox, Norrs. 
Telegraphic Address, “ Oogitate, London.” 


SURVEYS for SANITATION, MORTGAGE, & 
DILAPIDATIONS. VALUATIONS for 
TRANSFER, and other purpeses. 
Avorion Sates or Estates, Hovsus, Fuanrrvas, 
Terms on application. 


ROBT. W. MANN & SON, F.S.1L, 








Freehold 
direct communication with clien' 
GIBSON’S AUCTION ‘=D ESTATE OFFICE, 
22, King-sTaset, Sr. James’, Loxvox, 8.W. (Telepnome 
5527 a} RDSHIRE OFYICES, ST. 
(Telephone No. 4) ; and Hanrznpen. 








